Paper of the Communist Party of Great Britain 


weekly 




Opposing Mugabe: 
interview with International 
Socialist Organisation 


ISA executive 
i Welsh SA 
i Red-baiting press 
i Anti-war slogans 


No 415 


Thursday January17 2002 


Towards a Socialist Alliance party 


www.cpgb.org.uk 


50p/€0.85 


Socialist Alliance 

needs a paper 


E very serious argument in the So¬ 
cialist Alliance, every plan we 
make for future activity, every 
meeting we undertake in its name and 
every attack on us from the bourgeois 
press point in just one direction. 

The SA needs its own regular paper. 
This must be a serious publication, 
charged with fighting to build the organi¬ 
sation, promoting its agreed politics and 
reporting its own activities and issues of 
importance to the class. But it must also 
include open discussion of the important 
differences that continue to divide us. 

It is no exaggeration to say that the 
fight for a paper is key to the success - 
perhaps even the survival - of the SA 
project. This debate is the concrete 
manifestation of the controversy over 
the future of the alliance itself - should 
we be moving towards a democratic and 
centralised workers’ party, or resign 
ourselves to an existence as an on-off 
Socialist Workers Party front in the style 
of campaigns like Globalise Resistance 
or the Anti-Nazi League? 

Saturday January 19 sees a conference 
of the non-aligned comrades in the So¬ 
cialist Alliance. This gathering follows the 
successful fringe meeting convened by 
these comrades during the December 1 
SA conference in London. Comrades 
who organised this impromptu gathering 
were pleasantly surprised by the 
numbers who attended - about 70 - and 
reported a palpable sense that something 
more needed to be done to cohere the 
‘independents’ in the alliance and to 
press for the project as a whole to move 
forward (see ‘Non-aligned members 
unite’ Weekly Worker December 6). 

On one level, the comrades will have 
difficulty cohering politically. The 
category of ‘SA independent’ is a 
problematic one, as it encompasses a 
very wide political swathe of comrades 
with divergent backgrounds, experiences 
and opinions. This has been reflected in 
the discussion that has preceded 
Saturday’s conference on the 
independents’ e-list. Quite distinct 
differences have emerged around 
participation in the conference, the type 
of organisation the SA needs to become 
- even the nature of the symbols that the 
organisation should adopt (with one 
comrade advocating we drop the red flag 
and have Robin Hood as our emblem!). 

This said, we welcome the meeting and 
wish it success. We certainly oppose the 
sect-arrogant Paul Foot of the SWP who 
contemptuously referred to such 


comrades as “the national association of 
non-aligned socialists” (quoted by com¬ 
rade Osier in his Weekly Worker article). 
In truth, many of those who today find 
themselves “non-aligned” are experi¬ 
enced veterans of organised revolution¬ 
ary groups, particularly the SWP. Their 
negative experiences of the anti-demo- 
cratic, sectarian insularity of many of 
these groups actually propelled them out 
of organised politics in the first place. 

Indeed, one of the strengths of the SA 
is that such comrades are no longer cata¬ 
pulted into the political wilderness when 
they leave the likes of comrade Foot’s 
SWP. Perhaps that recognition is what 
prompted his rather peevish outburst in 
the first place. ‘Independents’ with first¬ 
hand political experience of the arid world 
of many of the left sects are possibly not 
the ‘proper’ sort of ‘independents’ SWP 
leaders had in their collective mind’s eye 
when they dubbed the SA a “united 
front of a special type”. 

Of course, political diversity is not a 
problem in itself. We do not subscribe to 
the Workers Power school of political 
philistinism - exemplified in a wretched 
speech to the December 1 conference 
from Mark Hoskisson - that open expres¬ 
sion of divergent political views equates 
to the chaos of a ‘Tower of Babel”. 

However, there is clearly a problem, 
recognised implicitly in the blurb that 
expands on Saturday’s agenda items. 
Outlining some key topics to be dis¬ 
cussed in the workshop on ‘Towards an 
indie caucus?’, Dave Osier wonders: 
“Can independent activists with dispa¬ 
rate politics - within a shared socialist 
framework, of course - meaningfully co¬ 
ordinate activities within the Socialist 
Alliance, while avoiding the authoritar¬ 
ian organisational practices of much of 
the left?” (Independents’ SA e-list post¬ 
ing, January 2). The logic of the question 
leads inexorably towards a publication - 
although the workshop exploring this 
possibility is far too narrow in its remit. 
Titled ‘A bulletin for the indies?’, it in¬ 
tends to explore whether “independents 
need some sort of publication to pool 
ideas and experiences”. 

While we would not oppose comrades 
who define themselves as ‘independent’ 
cooperating to produce a journal, we 
must point out that adding to the plethora 
of existing publications produced by 
groups organised in the SA is no long¬ 
term answer. In fact, the fight for an open 
paper of the alliance as a collective would 
be an important blow in undermining the 


“authoritarian organisational practices of 
much of the left” that comrade Osier 
writes of. A major service to the work¬ 
ers’ movement as a whole, in fact. 

The January 12 CPGB aggregate 
agreed that our organisation would be 
prepared to cease publication of the 
Weekly Worker to add our resources to 
an open, democratic weekly paper of the 
Socialist Alliance (see p9). The majority 
bloc at the December 1 SA conference 
voted against the establishment of such 
a paper. But a substantial minority did 
back the call. If the SA minority’s paper 
cannot as yet be the official paper of the 
SA due to the sectarianism of the SWP, 
then we need a partisan, but unofficial 
publication. 

Just look at what has been happening 
politically over recent weeks and the role 
leading SA figures have played. Our 
comrades have been at the forefront of 
an important outbreak of militant trade 
union activity. However, to find out what 
Greg Tucker and Mark Serwotka (not to 
mention Bob Crow, who called for a vote 
for SA candidate Louise Christian in the 
general election) have been up to, SA 
members have to sift through the lies of 
the Sun, Evening Standard or The 
Times. 

“The strikes that have crippled that rail 
company, and that are spreading, can be 
traced directly to the door of a Trotsky¬ 
ist-dominated organisation that is giving 
the hard left new muscle. The activist 
whose status is the core of the dispute, 
Greg Tucker, and his main champion, Bob 
Crow, the Rail, Maritime and Transport 
(RMT) union assistant general secretary, 
are stalwarts of the Socialist Alliance ... 
Scarcely known to most voters, despite 
having contested enough seats at the 
last election to secure a party election 
broadcast, the Socialist Alliance is the 
most coherent fighting force in Britain 
across the territory that stretches to the 
left of Tony Blair ... red radicalism has 
looked like a beaten force. Until now” 
(The Times January 15). 

In the immediate aftermath of the at¬ 
tacks on SA comrades on the rail, SAers 
were encouraged to respond by writing 
letters to The Times and other bourgeois 
papers. A mailing from the SA office 
suggests that “comrades ... follow up the 
press attention we have received in the 
past few days with short and snappy 
letters to the major dailies” (January 15). 
While this is not wrong, it is hardly 
enough. It reeks of amateurism. If we re¬ 
ally want to be the “coherent fighting 


force” against Blair and New Labour The 
Times dreads, we desperately need to 
coordinate politically. A paper is not an 
optional extra for this. It is a necessity. 

The CPGB is campaigning to bring 
together forces to discuss the setting up 
of such a publication. The main 
condition for our participation will be that 
it is a democratic paper that allows the 
open airing of different points of view. If 
we have the opportunity to publish our 
politics without political censorship we 
see no reason why we should continue 
to produce our own separate weekly 
propaganda. The type of SA paper we 
are campaigning for would: 

• Fight to build the S A in the spirit of its 
best practice so far. The right to free de¬ 
bate on the politics that should inform 
our activity and - as for our general elec¬ 
tion challenge - united action for the col¬ 
lective goal. Comrades should remember 
that this democratic culture was not 
something that the SA was bom with. 
The CPGB has fought for it tenaciously. 
We have resisted attempts to silence us 
by, amongst others, the Socialist Party 
(before their walkout, hypocritical 
champions of ‘democracy’ in the SA), 
the SWP and hostile individuals. A 
combination of openness and centralism 
reflects the practice of a workers’ party 
at its best and must find concrete 
expression in any united publication of 
our alliance. The prissiness displayed by 
leading SWPers on the SA’s e-lists to 
even mild criticism of their organisation 
underlines that this fight is an ongoing 
one. 

• Create the scaffolding to build the SA 
as a real organisation, with ongoing work 
and presence in working class commu¬ 
nities. Not only would activists be able 
to communicate with each other to dis¬ 
cuss their activities; the financing, pro¬ 
duction and distribution of the paper 
would create the infrastructure for the 
type of organisation the working class 
needs. A party with roots, in other words. 

• Feature reports of political develop¬ 
ments in Scotland, Wales and Northern 
Ireland, as well as England. While the 
British bourgeoisie organises our exploi¬ 
tation in a highly centralised way, the left 
has voluntarily split its forces along the 
lines of nationality. An open, democratic 
SA paper with input from England, 
Wales, Scotland and Northern Ireland 
could help to heal these hamrful divi¬ 
sions. 

The mn-up to the local elections seems 
a perfect time to launch such a paper. The 


SA executive plans to issue a single 
‘campaigning broadsheet’ for the whole 
election period. No points for guessing 
how lively such a ‘Vote for us’ brochure 
will be or whether it will reflect debate in 
the local alliances. During a period of 
heightened political activity, a regular 
paper is essential, reflecting the pace of 
work of comrades on the ground. It 
should feature agitational articles illus¬ 
trating points in our election manifesto. 
It would also need longer theoretical 
pieces explaining in more depth the way 
we view the world and why. Vital would 
be first-hand reports from local groups, 
giving a real taste of the campaign on the 
ground, including advice on effective 
campaigning. 

We need a paper because if we take 
even the politics that we have agreed to 
unite on so far - centrally People before 
profit - then a collective agitator, educa¬ 
tor and organiser for the Socialist Alliance 
as a whole is simply indispensable. It is a 
matter of regret that the majority bloc in 
the SA - centrally the SWP - are 
determined that we will not have one. 
This must be challenged - crucially by 
production of an SA paper that begins 
to show in practice that a press is key to 
the future development of the alliance. 
With every argument won in its pages, 
with every new reader and every new 
contributor, an unofficial paper would 
start to transform itself into the official 
paper of our joint organisation. 

Lindsey German of the SWP com¬ 
mented that the SA needs a paper “like a 
hole in the head”. Thankfully, your head 
is actually full of holes. They let in fight 
and therefore vision. Sound enters via 
two holes and leaves through another - 
this is called human communication. 
Oxygen makes its way in through two 
other apertures and thus the body as a 
whole survives and thrives. Despite her 
worst intentions, comrade German is spot 
on with her analogy - the SA does need 
a paper like a hole in the head • 

Tina Becker 

Motion agreed by CPGB 
aggregate, January 12 

This aggregate welcomes moves to¬ 
wards a Socialist Alliance paper and calls 
upon other forces to join with us in mak¬ 
ing this a reality. The CPGB is prepared 
to close down the Weekly Worker and put 
its resources into such a paper, provided 
our views find full reflection in the pages 
of the new journal. 
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LETTERS 


Letters may have been 
shortened because of 
space. Some names may 
have been changed 


Lies? 

Like it or not, the Weekly Worker is noto¬ 
rious amongst certain sections of the left 
for misrepresenting the views of com¬ 
rades. Journalists at the paper have rec¬ 
ognised that such misrepresentation has 
happened in the past, but insist that it was 
not done maliciously. Comrades have 
been encouraged to write in to set the 
record straight, with promises that apolo¬ 
gies will be forthcoming when merited. 

Regrettably, all too many comrades 
refuse to accept this protestation of in¬ 
nocence, choosing instead to boycott 
the paper and encourage treating its 
supporters as lepers, this being a particu¬ 
larly serious problem in Scotland. That 
is why I consider it essential to be par¬ 
ticularly careful. Read in this context, 
James Mallory’s article on John Maclean 
could not have been any less helpful 
(Weekly Worker December 20). James’ 
bid to justify his article from my criticisms 
of it have only made matters worse (Let¬ 
ters, January 10). 

I have no appetite to engage in pro¬ 
tracted polemics over this matter be¬ 
cause (for one thing) I have been very 
impressed by the consistently high qual¬ 
ity of most of his articles. I hope we can 
both quickly move on to other matters. 
But a word of advice, James: when you 
find yourself in a hole, stop digging. 

You have completely missed each and 
eveiy point I was trying to make. Firstly, 
you think I tried to challenge the dual 
authorship of the articles in Scottish 
Socialist Voice because I thought this 
would be a personal attack on Dave 
Sherry. Nonsense. I simply wanted to 
stress the lunacy of placing Dave Sherry 
and Gerry Cairns into a single all-embrac¬ 
ing ‘left nationalist’ category. I tried to 
demonstrate just how ridiculous this 
was. Unfortunately, the editor saw to it 
that the substantial part of my attempt to 
explain all this was cut out. That is his 
right as editor of the paper. 

But, if I am to be deprived of a reason¬ 
able attempt to explain why Cairns and 
Dave are not two peas in a pod, but on 
key fundamentals of the national ques¬ 
tion actual polar opposites, then I don’t 
see why he should allow letters to be 
printed criticising me for giving an insuf¬ 
ficiently brief biography of these two 
very different individuals. In parentheses, 
how does James know Dave Sherry can 
be criticised for allowing his article to be 
cut by Alan McCombes? How does he 
know that this permission was given any 
more than Peter Manson received my 
permission to cut my contribution? 

Dave Sheny wants to fight to stop any 
split in the trade unions along national¬ 
ist lines. Cairns, by contrast, strove to 
keep Dave and the rest of his Socialist 
Workers Party comrades out of the SSP 
for, amongst other reasons, insisting that 
this was non-negotiable! Everything 
Dave has always argued counters the 
words that were put in his mouth by 
James in his article. Dave has always 
argued that it was a tragedy for John 
Maclean personally that he did not join 
the CPGB, and that his stubborn refusal 
to join deprived the party of potentially 
its greatest leader. 

If James had read Dave’s article care¬ 
fully, he could have deduced that this is 
still Dave’s view. For instance, Dave 
wrote: “Lenin and Trotsky saw him as 
Britain’s outstanding revolutionary 
leader ... The Communist Patty of Great 
Britain was launched belatedly in 1920. 
Lenin saw Maclean as the authentic 
voice of the British revolution, and 
wanted him to lead the new party” (my 
emphasis Scottish Socialist Voice No¬ 
vember 30). Dave notes Maclean’s re¬ 
fusal to join, but nothing in the article 
suggests that he has budged one iota 
from the position he has always argued: 
Maclean was seriously misguided in not 


joining. 

If James is asserting that Dave has un¬ 
dergone some road-to-Damascus con¬ 
version, then he has yet to produce any 
evidence for this. Until he does, I will 
continue to assume that he sucked his 
theories out of thin air, and is simply not 
big enough to apologise for his sectar¬ 
ian misrepresentation of this YSEjoumal- 
ist. 

Why do I think it so important that a 
retraction is given? It is precisely in or¬ 
der to demonstrate to potential buyers 
of the paper (sincere, hardworking social¬ 
ist activists in the Scottish Socialist Party 
and the Socialist Alliance) that the sup¬ 
porters of the Weekly Worker are not 
deliberately shit-stirring. Additionally, I 
have fought for the SWP to participate 
in left unity initiatives with the rest of the 
left in Scotland and the rest of the UK 
(and internationally) long, long before the 
formation of the Scottish Socialist 
Alliance in February 1996, never mind the 
SSP. I fought to get them into the SSP with 
every bit as much energy as Gerry Cairns 
and his Scottish Republican Socialist 
Movement group fought to keep them 
out. 

However, since they climbed on board 
I have found (much to my surprise, and 
regret) that, on the issues that have di¬ 
vided thefr members from the rest of the 
SSP, I have had to take a stand against 
them. Their members (probably even 
more so than most of the rest of the left 
in the SSP and SA) have had an historic 
tendency to take such criticisms person¬ 
ally. They still need to learn to drop their 
knee-jerk ‘if you are not for us, you are 
against us’ approach. I know that poten¬ 
tially they have enormous strengths to 
bring to the SSP (and the SA), much of 
which we can already see. 

But they need to be unnecessarily al¬ 
ienated from CPGB supporters like a hole 
in the head. This is not in their interests 
any more than it is in ours. You simply 
got it wrong, James. For the good of the 
CPGB as a whole, please be big enough 
to admit your mistake. 

Tom Delargy 
CPGB supporter, Paisley 

Vote no to euro 

I see that confusion still reigns at the 
Weekly Worker over the EU and the in¬ 
troduction of the euro. According to 
Eddie Ford (January 10), the single cur¬ 
rency is a nasty business (which it is) and 
a vote in favour of it (in the event of a 
referendum) is unthinkable. Fair enough. 
On the other hand, he says, a lot of nasty 
people will be voting against the euro 
and real communists cannot be seen 
dead voting the same way as them - so 
the answer is abstention. Where’s the 
politics in that? 

Can I offer the Weekly Worker an al¬ 
ternative way of deciding which way to 
vote on this issue: ie, on the basis of what 
is in the best interest of the working 
class? On the basis of that question the 
answer is clear enough: we should vote 
no. 

The EU of Maastricht, and the single 
European currency which flows from it, 
remains the central project of the Euro¬ 
pean bourgeoisie, aimed at reshaping 
European capital and thereby increasing 
the exploitation of the working class in 
order to compete more effectively with 
its international rivals. The aim of the left 
should be the defeat of the single cur¬ 
rency in a referendum and therefore the 
disruption of a hostile project. 

Of course the bourgeoisie in Britain is 
famously split on the EU, with its most 
xenophobic wing opposing the euro on 
a nationalist platform. The Communist 
Party of Britain and the Socialist Labour 
Party oppose it on a similar basis - al¬ 
though they also recognise the attack on 
welfare involved in EMU. 

The idea, however, that those of us 
who don’t give a damn for the pound 
and oppose the euro from an internation¬ 
alist standpoint should abstain from 


voting against an anti-working class 
project because others will also vote 
against it from a completely different 
political standpoint doesn’t make much 
sense. 

Eddie Ford tries to square the circle by 
calhng for international solidarity. Yes, we 
do have to fight for international solidar¬ 
ity - many of us have been for a long time. 
But that is the case with or without the 
EU or the single currency and is made 
more difficult with tine euro in place. In 
any case neutrality on the employers’ 
main project against the working class is 
not a good standpoint from which to 
promote international solidarity. 

Alan Thornett 
International Socialist Group 

Workers Power, 
innit? 

I’m sure I speak for many readers of the 
Weekly Worker when I say how pleased 
I am to see that Workers Power has de¬ 
cided to allow people to actually join its 
ranks again. For a while there I thought 
WP might be full up. 

A regular feature of all left papers are 
the ‘subscribe/join up’ boxes. It is tme 
that in these e-days of high speed cyber¬ 
communication, these cut-out-and-post 
boxes are used much less frequently to 
apply for membership or for more infor¬ 
mation about a group, particularly by the 
younger generation. They remain indis¬ 
pensable for subs and donations, how¬ 
ever, with the overwhelming bulk of this 
commerce still conducted by snail-mail, 
complete with good old-fashioned 
cheques and written orders. 

Now back in January of last year, WP - 
like the rest of the left - still featured a range 
of methods of contacting it - telephone, 
email and postal address. It had a ‘Join 
us!’ box, a subscription form and an ap¬ 
peal for donations to support WP can¬ 
didates standing for the Socialist 
Alliance in the forthcoming general elec¬ 
tion. All standard stuff. 

During the course of the year, a pro¬ 
gressive wasting disease seemed to set 
in. By the July 2001 issue, the postal 
address and telephone number had been 
relegated to subordinate appearances in 
two boxes about other topics, while the 
WP website address and various e- 
addresses featured heavily throughout 
its pages. 

On one level, fair enough, you might 
think. After all, the Weekly Worker has 
reported that the bulk of Communist 
Party queries and requests for informa¬ 
tion come via the web. Featuring the WP 
site and various email addresses might 
therefore make sense. The really curious 
innovation was the so-called “Workers 
Power network”, an organisational add¬ 
on that seemingly replaced the ability to 
individually subscribe to the paper. 

As befits politics in a “changing 
world", the ‘network’ blurb breathlessly 
informed us that you could now “sign 
up for [WP’s] regular email Newswire 
and order 10 copies of Workers Power 
each month (£5)”. Quite what I should 
now do to get a sub as someone who has 
no interest in selling WP was not eluci¬ 
dated. The implication seemed to be that 
in a “changing world”, dozy old dodos 
like me were being left behind in the mad 
tush to get bulk orders of WP into fever¬ 
ishly eager young hands. Yeah, right. 

Worse was to come, however. At least 
the ‘Network’ wheeze seemed to offer 
you some sort of organised relationship 
with the group, as you were promised 
(threatened?) that WP would send you 
“a full listing of our activities and [invites] 
to regular local discussion meetings”. By 
September of last year, the ‘Network’ 
advert had disappeared, hr fact, there was 
no detailed information anywhere in the 
paper on how to join, subscribe to or get 
active with WP. The November issue was 
the nadir, however, with the postal ad¬ 
dress relegated to one tiny line of text in 
the top corner of page 3, the organisa¬ 


tion’s telephone number missing alto¬ 
gether and no information whatsoever 
on subscriptions - not even where you 
could call to take extra copies to sell. Nowt. 

The first issue of 2002 lurches back in 
the direction of sanity. In again (in exactly 
the same format, on exactly the same 
page) are our old friends, the fund drive, 
‘subscribe’ and ‘join us’ boxes. But what 
was all that nonsense about last year? 
Two scenarios present themselves - both 
equally dire. 

First, that the ‘now’, ‘happening’ 
young thingies in the WP office came to 
believe that stuff like addresses, tel¬ 
ephone numbers, subs and members was 
all a little old hat for the new generation 
the group has been so assiduously - and 
unsuccessfully - courting. After all, the 
anarchists - the trend that the WP have 
been clumsily aping in the anti-capitalist 
movement - seem to do quite well for 
themselves organising almost exclu¬ 
sively on the web. So if it works for them, 
why not for WP? If indeed WP is now 
living and working mainly in cyber-space, 
we can only guess at its successes, as 
the hits-counter has been removed from 
its website - coincidentally enough just 
about the time the Communist Party’s 
counter raced past the WP total. 

Second, and even sadder, perhaps 
these features of the paper were simply 
missed out by accident. Then - embar¬ 
rassingly - it wasn’t noticed for months 
because... well... no one really ever writes 
to WP or subs much these days. The 
brief appearance and then disappear¬ 


ance of a painfully anaemic letters’ page 
last year would seem to indicate as much, 
but I think we should be told. WP com¬ 
rades. Was the strange case of the dis¬ 
appearing boxes of 2001 a case of 
political perspectives or office cock-up? 
Ceri Rhys 
London 

CPGB 
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notts@cpgb.org.uk 
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Scotland @ cpgb. org.uk 

Surrey: suney@cpgb.org.uk 

Wales: wales@cpgb.org.uk 


Fighting fund 

Quality read 


The new year has started well for the 
Socialist Alliance. Thanks primarily to 
die rail disputes, the SA finds itself in 
the media spotlight - and, as the old 
saying goes, any publicity is good 
publicity. The likes of the BBC, 
Evening Standard , The Times , The 
Sun, etc, have been working hard try¬ 
ing to alert the ‘general public’ to the 
new leftwing menace hell-bent on 
undermining civilisation. 

It is our job to make sure that we 
give the mainstream media plenty to 
talk about - ie, to increase the SA’s 
political impact, ideally in the form of 
a new SA paper, hi the meantime, we 
need to make sure the Weekly Worker 
- the best partisan publication of the 
Socialist Alliance - remains on a firm 
financial footing. 

So we were delighted to receive the 
following letter from comrade OG: 
“Congratulations on your extended 
Christmas edition, especially the arti¬ 


cles on Blake, Proudhon and also the 
‘Origins of islam’ - a quality read. En¬ 
closed is £10, my old age pension 
Christmas bonus from the govern¬ 
ment. I cannot think of a better use for 
it! All the best to you at the Weekly 
Worker for 2002.” 

Special thanks also goes to com¬ 
rade AC for his excellent £40 dona¬ 
tion. Not to mention comrades LK 
(£20), DH (£15), VH and JK (£10), to¬ 
gether with GH, YT and WR (£5 
each). This means we have now 
reached £210. Not a bad effort, com¬ 
rades, but it leaves us less than half¬ 
way to our £450 monthly target. 
Considering that we ended 2001 with 
a shortfall, readers and supporters will 
have to step up their efforts over the 
next two weeks • 

Robbie Rix 

Ask for a bankers order form, or 
send cheques, payable to 
Weekly Worker 
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RMT ACTION 


No witch hunt 
on the rails! 



A s strike action and industrial un¬ 
rest continues on the railways, 
attacks on leading Socialist Alli¬ 
ance and other union militants are being 
stepped up. 

Vernon Hince, acting general secretary of 
the Rail Maritime Transport union - in tune 
with the hysterical noises emanating firm 
the bosses’ media - dubbed the strikes as 
“spiralling out of control”. What he perhaps 
means is spiralling out of his control. Hince 
bemoans the present fragmented nature of 
the transport system - a “recipe for industrial 
strife” - and calls for an immediate return to 
national pay bargaining. 

Hince is pretty typical of the calibre of 
leadership we presently have in our move¬ 
ment. Step forward the TUC. Embarrass¬ 
ingly, a bundle of secret documents were 
leaked to The Guardian (January 11). 
Penned by the TUC’s media officer, Mike 
Power (an ex-member of the ‘official’ 
Communist Party of Great Britain), these 
documents detail plans to beat Bob 
Crow’s bid for the union leadership and 
bolster the ‘moderate’ RMT candidate (ie. 
Labour Party placeman), Phil Bialyk. 
Power warns darkly of a “leftwing 
fundamentalist” takeover. Crow is 
described as a “fanatic”, an “extremist” 
who is “unreconstructed”, “strike- 
happy” and who “has never shown any 
inclination to associate positively with the 
Labour government”. A man, in short, 
who “would spell trouble for the 
government”. 

Brother Bialyk, on the other hand, is a 
“pragmatic” official who supports “profit¬ 
able companies and wants to “understand 
the business of the firm”. He is “a 
longstanding member from the modernis¬ 
ing left” who “fears that the RMT could 
become a narrow and internalised ultra-left 
group that ignores the needs of passen¬ 
gers and the national interests”. Unlike 
Crow, the TUC’s man “seeks active 
engagement with [the Labour government] 
to advance a radical agenda”. Power and 
the bureaucracy conclude that if Bob Crow 
is elected RMT general secretary, “such an 
outcome could result in the biggest 
changes within the union for a generation 
and be long-lasting and deep”. 

Poor old John Monks, the TUC gen¬ 
eral secretary, was deeply embarrassed by 
‘Powergate’. TUC protocol - or official 
fiction - stipulates that the TUC strictly 
avoids interference in the internal affairs 
of member unions. So great was the^aia 
pas that Monks felt compelled to write to 
Vernon Hince with an immediate apology. 

In its take on the matter the Evening 
Standard quotes an unnamed union 
official who grumbles: “Under normal cir¬ 
cumstances, Bialyk would be considered 
a leftwinger, but in RMT terms [he] is to 
the right.” The story was part of an issue 
featuring a front page picture of Bob Crow 
underneath the headline, ‘This man aims 
to strike his way back to nationalised 
railways’. In its rail dispute double-page 
spread. Crow is described as being “sup¬ 
ported by the Socialist Alliance” and “is 
way to the left of the Labour Party". All 
the more worrying as Crow is “arguably 
the most strike-conscious official in the 
60,000 membei union as leader of the 
RMT, largest of the rail unions and one of 
the few remaining with access to any real 
industrial muscle” (January 10). 

The same Evening Standard article 
targets ex-SLP vice-president Pat Sikorski, 
or “the general”, stating that he “has been 
heavily involved with strikes on London 
underground. His appearance at the RMT 
top table would cause genuine fear 


among senior managers at LU, who know 
full well they too would then be heading 
for yet more industrial unrest.” 

Other weapons are being used against 
rail militants. Comrade Crow has had a 
‘panic button’ installed in his home by the 
police following a vicious assault on his 
doorstep on new year’s day - which just 
so happened to be the very day on which 
election papers were sent to 60,000 RMT 
members. Commenting on the incident, a 
police spokesman said: “It is obviously 
not just random.” Comrade Crow was 
more explicit, pointing the finger at “cer¬ 
tain employers”. He argued: “We have 
over3,000 different companies working on 
the railways and there are some very 
strange characters among them. They are 
worried that they could lose money on the 
stock exchange. I think it was someone 
giving me a hiding on the day that the 
ballot papers went out.” 

Alongside Crow, comrade Tucker - the 
SA general election candidate for 
Streatham - has been a constant victim of 
redbaiting. A train driver, the comrade was 
demoted to a ticket inspector for a trivial 
violation of safety rules, when he broke a 
90mph speed limit by 6mph (for a few 
minutes) on the day he returned to work. 
With monstrous hypocrisy, the SWT 
bosses piously maintain they could not 
endanger the safety of the public by 
employing comrade Tucker in his capacity 
as driver. (Systematically starving the rail 
network of adequate funding is a different 
matter, of course). The comrade’s pay fell 
dramatically from£30,000to £15,000 (thus 
neatly illustrating the pay gulf between 
drivers and other rail staff). 

In the opinion of 77?e Times, both Crow 
and Tucker “have engineered this strike 
perfectly to raise theft profile and put them 
in place to secure election to the top jobs 
in the RMT elections next month”, which 
could “mark the raising of the hard left’s 
flag over a major British institution” 
(January 15). 

The tone of attacks on leading militants 
like Crow and Tucker illustrates a certain 
unease amongst the rail bosses and the 
media. Certainly, Blair’s government are 
cautious, under intense pressure, but 
indecisive on the question. The threat is 
palpable. RMT and other rail unions re¬ 
main undefeated, with real industrial clout 


and are militantly led. More than that, they 
potentially have huge reservoirs of 
support, given the public exasperation 
with the ruinous state of Britain’s rail 
network and the abject failure of privati¬ 
sation - the holy grail of Toiy and Labour 
alike - to turn it around. Even research 
findings sponsored by the government 
itself offer little solace, with the Commis¬ 
sion for Intergrated Transport’s findings 
making grim reading: ‘Typically we have 
among the lowest levels of investment in 
transport systems and yet we have the 
highest public transport fares. We also 
have limited travel choices, with overseas 
cities having more rail-based options for 
suburban and city centre journeys.” Dire, 
and everyone knows it, in other words. 

Of course, all unions remain shackled 
by the anti-trade union laws. But unrest 
on the railways does have the potential 
to ignite broader struggles across indus¬ 
try and beyond. Presently, the RMT is em¬ 
broiled in disputes with South West Trains. 
Connex South Eastern and Arriva 
Northern, but there are also distinct signs 
of unrest on the London commuter net¬ 
works run by Silverlink and C2C, not to 
mention Connex South East. The discon¬ 
tent is fundamentally around the same 
issue that has so incensed RMT members 
- ie, the increasing pay gap between 
drivers and non-drivers. So far, there have 
been two 48-hour strikes on SWT lines, 
and RMT plans another two-day walkout 
on Januaiy 24 and 25. Arriva Northern is 
also to be hit by stoppages on these dates, 
as well as on February 5 and 6. London 
Underground drivers are up in amis too, 
with Aslef leaders accusing the LU 
management of “reneging" on a pay deal 
that narrowly averted strikes last autumn. 

The action needs to broaden. Public 
fury at the state of the railways can be 
mobilised alongside the demands of 
workers in the industry through an imagi¬ 
native and outgoing campaign. Whoever 
formally owns the railways, at the core of 
the coming fight must be the demand to 
take effective control out of the hands of 
those who have so disastrously failed - 
the privatised industries and the govern¬ 
ment. Real control must pass to those who 
work on the network and those who rely 
on it day to day* 

Eddie Ford 


Action 

CPGB London seminars 

Sunday January 20, 5pm - ‘Base and superstmcture, part two’, using Ellen 
Meiskins Wood’s Democracy against capitalism as a study guide. 

Sunday January 27,5pm - ‘Ideology and social needs’, using Istvan Meszaros’s 
77 ie power of ideology as a study guide. 

SA independents conference 

Conference for Socialist Alliance members not in any of the affiliated organi¬ 
sations - Saturday January 19,1 lam - 5pm, United Services Club, Birmingham 
(near New Street station). Admission: £6 waged; £3 non-waged. 

Workshops on: organising the independents; SA democracy; A bulletin for 
indies?; women in the SA. 

Members of affiliated groups may attend as observers, but must declare affili¬ 
ation on registration and are required to respect the nature of the meeting. 
Speaking rights - at chair’s discretion: priority for independents. 

Back Bayo 

Defend Unison member Bayo Omoyiola against deportation. Lobby immigra¬ 
tion court: Monday Januaiy 21,9.30am, Aldine House, New Bailey Street, Sal¬ 
ford M3. 

Bayo Omoyiola Campaign, c/o Unison, 8 Victoria Street, Liverpool L2 6QJ; 
0151 236 1944; Bayo.Omoyiola.Campaign@ncadc.org.uk 

Book launch 

Meeting to launch Bill Hunter’s Forgotten hero - the life and times of Edward 
Rushton, Liverpool’s blind poet, revolutionary republican and anti-slavery 
fighter. Thursday January 24, 6pm-8pm, above the Hying Picket, Hardman 
Street, Liverpool. 

Stop the terror 

Picket Israeli embassy, Kensington High Street, Saturday January 26, 12 noon. 
Protest against continuing tenor inflicted on the Palestinians by the Israeli 
government. Organised by Stop the War Coalition. 

Glasgow Marxist Forum 

Public meeting - Thursday Januaiy 31, 7.30pm, Partick Burgh Hall, Glasgow. 
‘What was the Soviet Union?’ Speaker: Hillel Ticktin. 

All welcome. 

Against Nato 

Protest against Munich Conference on Security Policy, to be attended by gov¬ 
ernment ministers from Nato states and its military strategists. 

Public meeting : Friday Febmary 1, 5pm, Marienplatz. 

International demonstration: Saturday February 2, 12 noon, Marienplatz. 
Called by Alliance against Nato Conference. Anti-Nato Komitee, c/o akm, 
Infoladen, Breisacherstr 12, 81667 Munich, Germany; no_nato2002@intsol.de 

Bristol SA 

Public meeting - ‘Should the unions fund New Labour?’ Tuesday February 5, 
7.30pm, Jurys Hotel, Prince Street, Bristol. Speakers: Liz Davies, SA chair, and 
Bemie Beechgood, Fire Brigades Union branch secretary. 

Remember Harney 

Commemoration of George Harney - Chartist, republican, internationalist. Sat¬ 
urday February 16, 3pm, Forum at Greenwich, corner Trafalgar Road/ 
Christchurch Way, London SE10. Trains: Maze Hill (rail). Cutty Sark (DLR). 
Buses: 177,180,188,286,386. 

Invited speakers include Dave Nellist, Ian Page (Lewisham Socialist Party coun¬ 
cillor), Thomas Paine Society, Hobgoblin. 

Sponsored by Republican Communist Network. 

Defend Council Housing 

National conference - Saturday February 9, 1 lam-4.30pm, Christian Centre, 
The Parade, Birmingham city centre. Registration: £5, tenants; £12.50, union 
delegates, info@defendcouncilhousing.org.uk 

SA national council 

First meeting - Saturday February 16,1 lam-5pm. United Services Club, Gough 
Street, Birmingham. 

Attendance by local election candidates and agents is encouraged by na¬ 
tional executive. Agenda will also include SA trade union conference. One 
voting delegate per affiliated local Socialist Alliance. Pooled fare system (del¬ 
egates only, cheapest reasonable means of travel). 

SA union conference 

‘The political fund - where should it go? Stopping privatisation and job cuts’. 
For all trade unionists, organised by Socialist Alliance. Saturday March 16, 
1 lam-4pm, Camden Centre, Bidborough Street, London WC1 (back of Camden 
Town Hall, opposite St Pancras station). 020 7791 3138; 

office @ socialistalliance.net 

Please note changed venue. In view of the very good response the confer¬ 
ence has had to be moved to a larger hall. 

Activists meeting : Thursday January 24, 7pm, for those interested in building 
for the conference - room 3b, ULU, Malet Street, London WC1. 

RDG 

To contact the Revolutionary Democratic Group write to: PO Box 6773, Dun- 
deeDDl 1YL. 
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WELSH SOCIALIST ALLIANCE 
WSA conference 


Controversial debates 


T he Welsh Socialist Alliance meets 
in Rhayader on Saturday January 
19 for its fourth annual conference. 
Amidst the usual suspicion and recrimi¬ 
nations which have characterised the or¬ 
ganisation’s short history, the 
conference will be a key test as to whether 
tire WSA can rekindle any of the energy 
and dynamism that had begun to develop 
in its ranks in the mn-up to the June 7 
general election. 

On the surface, there are some posi¬ 
tive developments that could serve to gal¬ 
vanise our work. The organisation will be 
standing candidates in two forthcoming 
elections - Charlie Balch, a leading Com¬ 
munication Workers Union activist in 
Wales, will be contesting a council by- 
election in Cardiff, whilst Jeff Hurford of 
the Socialist Workers Party will be our 
candidate in the parliamentary by-elec¬ 
tion in Ogmore. 

Encouragingly, the Socialist Alliance 
in England has been asked to lend physi¬ 
cal and financial support to the campaign 
in Ogmore, whilst Liz Davies (S A national 
chair) will speak in support of comrade 
Hurford at a public meeting in the con¬ 
stituency at the end of Januaiy. At last, a 
glimmer of cooperation and joint work 
between our two alliances! 

In addition Gwent WSA has proposed 
a series of motions to the conference 
which seek to strengthen the fragile ex¬ 
istence of the organisation. These in¬ 
clude proposals for a regular WSA 
publication and for a ‘Socialism in Wales’ 
day/weekend along the lines of the 
SWP’s Marxism week. We wait to see 
whether the SWP will block these emi¬ 
nently sensible proposals. 

However, the conference will take 
place against a backdrop of confusion 
and growing resentment. Hanging over 
us will be the prospect of the Socialist 
Party and Cymru Goch leaving the alli¬ 
ance at some point in the future. 

This is unlikely to happen on Saturday. 
For a start, the SWP has confirmed that 
it will temporarily withdraw its constitu¬ 
tional amendment, which, had it been 
presented to the conference and subse¬ 
quently passed, would inevitably have 
led to a walkout, as happened at the 
December 1 Socialist Alliance conference 
in London. 

This sudden about-turn followed a 
vote taken by the national council in De¬ 
cember which asked the SWP to with¬ 
draw its amendment until a special 
constitutional convention in May (see 
Weekly Worker December 13). In this 
spirit, Gwent WSA has also withdrawn 
its motion calling for the creation of a 
Welsh Socialist Party, whilst the CPGB 
agreed not to present a motion calling for 
an all-Britain SA party until May. 

In fact, the national council will present 
a statement on Saturday presenting the 
case for the special conference, which will 


also debate the national question. It is likely 
that the large majority of the conference 
will support the proposal, although its 
hard to see why the SP should vote for it. 
Turkeys don’t vote for Christmas. 

However, the left nationalist Cymru 
Goch is at the time of writing still pushing 
ahead with plans to present its own con¬ 
stitutional amendment, which calls for an 
independent socialist republic, on Janu¬ 
ary 19. Although rumours have spread 
that CG will walk out when its amendment 
is voted down, this is unlikely. 

By going ahead with its amendment, 
CG’s actions may make the case for the 
special conference less compelling. The 
economistic instincts of the SWP may 
prompt it to argue that the national 
question has been resolved by confer¬ 
ence’s vote on CG's motion and seek to 
circumscribe the scope of such a con¬ 
ference. 

This would be a tragedy. It is high time 
that the national question came to the 
fore in the WSA - for too long an un¬ 
holy alliance of the SP and SWP have 
sought to keep this off the agenda. In 
particular it will put the SWP to the test. 
If it can “live with” the Scottish Social¬ 
ist Party's “independent socialist Scot¬ 
land", then why not with a similar policy 
in Wales? The SWP’s capitulation to 
separatist nationalism would then be 
complete. 

On the other hand, as is more likely, if 
tire SWP opposes the demand for an in¬ 
dependent Wales, then it will be forced 
to justify why it, the leading force in the 
WSA, is opposing principled unity be¬ 
tween socialists in England, Scotland 
and Wales. A difficult task certainly and 
one sure to expose splits in the ranks of 
the SWP in Wales. 

Most of the other motions on the 
agenda tend to be on bread and butter 
issues. However, more controversial will 
be the debate relating to the events that 
have taken place since September 11. 
There are three motions on these matters 
- from Dave Warren (SP), Julian Goss 
(SWP) and Cameron Richards (CPGB). 

Comrade Warren’s motion is clearly 
supportable, but the same cannot be said 
of that put forward by comrade Goss, 
which reeks of tacit support for reaction¬ 
ary anti-imperialism. He argues that we 
should not “try to be even-handed in our 
condemnation of both sides”: ie, we 
should be soft on the islamic fundamen¬ 
talism of the likes of Osama bin Laden. 

Yes, our “main enemy”, as comrade 
Goss points out, is imperialism (specifi¬ 
cally, for those living in the UK, it is Brit¬ 
ish imperialism). But that ought not to 
lead us to blunt our condemnation - or, 
worse, implicitly take the side of - our 
lesser enemy. For that is what we see in 
the shape of the Taliban, al Qa’eda and 
other such reactionary islamic fundamen¬ 
talists. 
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It is an insult to muslims to claim that 
they cannot distinguish between such 
people and the millions who practise 
islarn. When we condemn one, we do 
not condemn the other. (Similarly to de¬ 
nounce the agenda of rightwing Chris¬ 
tian fundamentalism is not to drive 
millions of British or US people ‘into 
their amis'.) 

On the big November 18 anti-war 
demonstration in London, muslim stew¬ 
ards were the most forthright in express¬ 
ing their disapproval of the tiny minority 
who chanted their support for the Tali¬ 
ban and al Qa’eda. They well under¬ 
stood that millions of ordinary muslims 
have suffered at their hands. Yet some 
on the left want to play down the fact 
that the blood of tens of thousands of 
trade unionists, socialists and commu¬ 
nists has been spilt because of the ac¬ 
tions of islamicists in Iran, Afghanistan, 
Turkey, Algeria - the list is long and 
savage. This is not to mention the 
butchery inflicted on women and homo¬ 
sexuals. 

In fact, the SWP’s analysis of the cur¬ 


rent imperialist war is entirely in keeping 
with its past methods. Previously, on oc¬ 
casions, as in the 1982 Falklands conflict, 
it had correctly combined opposition to 
the British war effort with a refusal to 
pander to the Argentinean junta’s reac¬ 
tionary anti-imperialism. Its stance was 
to advocate that workers in both bellig¬ 
erent nations could only gain by declar¬ 
ing that ‘the main enemy is home.’ 

However, this position was jettisoned 
in 1987-88 when American support for 
Iraq in the first Gulf War prompted the 
SWP to abandon its former defeatist 
position and call for a victory to Iran. This 
time reactionary anti-imperialism became 
a progressive force - failure to back it 
would apparently mean lining up with 
US imperialism. 

The practical consequences of such 
a policy are today little known to most 
SWP members. Yet in 1989 leading SWP 
theoretician Alex Callinicos in an ‘Edu¬ 
cation for socialists’ pamphlet spelt 
them out. After writing platitudes to the 
effect that socialists in Iran oppose 
every attempt to create confidence in 


the Khomeini regime, he goes on to 
argue: “But revolutionaries would not 
support actions which could lead to an 
immediate collapse of the [Iranian] front 
and a victory for imperialism (for 
example, strikes which would stop 
munitions getting to the front)” (SWP 
Marxism and the national question 
London 1989, p20). 

Extending this analysis to the present 
war in Afghanistan, the currently hidden 
programme of the SWP would necessar¬ 
ily lead to the inescapable conclusion 
that the Afghan masses should have 
sided with the Taliban. To revolt against 
Taliban rule would incur the deadly wrath 
of ‘revolutionaries’. Thankfully, the SWP 
has no sympathisers in Afghanistan. 

The aims of the motion presented by 
the CPGB are threefold: fir stly to root op¬ 
position to imperialist wars in a progres¬ 
sive anti-imperialist politics: secondly, to 
promote active solidarity with the tiny 
forces of the Afghan left; and finally to 
put the WSA at the centre of such activ¬ 
ity in the principality • 

Cameron Richards 


Motions on Afghanistan 


Conference condemns the intervention of US im¬ 
perialism and its allies in Afghanistan. The actions 
of Bush and his pet poodle Blair have resulted in 
a humanitarian crisis of enormous proportions in 
a country that was already one of the poorest in 
the world. 

US imperialism waged war in Afghanistan to re¬ 
establish its international prestige which was 
damaged after the attack on the twin towers. 
However, the victory over the Taliban has done 
nothing to bring peace and stability to Afghani¬ 
stan or to end terrorism. Instead, the dropping of 
millions of dollars worth of bombs has only suc¬ 
ceeded in furthering the ambitions of the blood¬ 
thirsty warlords grouped around the Northern 
Alliance. This does not mark any real progress 
over the Taliban for the mass of Afghani people. 

While condemning the attacks of September 
11, conference recognises that capitalism by its 
very nature creates the poverty, inequality and 
social and national oppression that leads to the 
blind alley that terrorism represents. While capi¬ 
talism remains it will be impossible to build the 
just, peaceful and prosperous world that Blair 
hypocritically alludes to in his propaganda. The 
real fight against the horrors witnessed in Afghani¬ 
stan and elsewhere must be linked to a global 
struggle against capitalism and for a socialist so¬ 
ciety. 

■ Dave Warren, Swansea WSA 

Imperialism means a handful of states and their 
associated multinational companies holding a 
monopoly of financial, economic and military 
power. Globalisation is the economic expression 
of imperialism. War is the military expression of 
imperialism. To successfully oppose globalisation 
it is necessary to oppose imperialist wars, such 
as that waged by Britain and the US against Af¬ 
ghanistan, and threatened against Iraq, Somalia, 
etc. 

For this reason the WSA does not try to be even- 
handed in its condemnation of both sides. Our 
main enemy, as workers and as socialists, is US 
(and British) imperialism, not islamicism. If we 
joined with Bush and Blair in their condemnation 
of political islam, or ‘islamic fundamentalism’, we 
would help drive muslims into the arms of those 


like Osama bin Laden who portray the war as one 
between ‘muslims’ and ‘Christians’. We would find 
it less easy to oppose the racist backlash at home, 
and we would be left with no basis for a united 
anti-war movement in Wales. 

■ Julian Goss, Cardiff Central 

1. The WSA must aim to shape the developing radi- 
calisation by making itself the core of the anti¬ 
imperialist left wing of the anti-war movement in 
Wales. The case for socialism must be advanced 
by our ranks. 

2. The WSA opposes all imperialist wars, sanctions 
and bullying. The main enemy is at home. Oppose 
all calls for increased ‘defence’ spending. Op¬ 
pose all moves to curb democratic freedoms and 
liberties. Oppose scapegoating of migrants and 
asylum-seekers. 

3. There is reactionary anti-capitalism and there 
is progressive anti-capitalism. We stand com¬ 
pletely against the reactionary anti-capitalism of 
bin Laden and islamic fundamentalism. We con¬ 
demn the attacks that took place in New York and 
Washington on September 11. 

4. Imperialism wants to impose a settlement in 
Afghanistan in its own interests. We must cham¬ 
pion the rights of the Afghan masses, combining 
a rejection of the Taliban and the Northern Alli¬ 
ance with solidarity for the democratic struggle 
of the peoples of Afghanistan. The WSA calls for: 

• imperialist forces out of Afghanistan 

• For a secular, democratic Afghanistan 

• For freedom of religion 

• The end of the oppression of women 

• Equal rights for all national groupings 

• For the right to form political parties and trade 
unions 

• The land to those who work it 

5. The WSA actively supports the Afghan Workers 
Solidarity Campaign and joins with the SSP in 
sponsoring the AWSC. The initial amount pledged 
by the WSA to the AWSC to be a minimum of £300. 

6. The WSA calls for the immediate lifting of UN 
sanctions against Iraq and an end to the US/UK 
bombing. We condemn the onslaught by Israel 
against the Palestinian people and support the 
creation of a Palestinian state. 

■ Communist Party of Great Britain 
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SA EXECUTIVE 

Clarity on Labour needed 



T he rail crisis in England and Scot¬ 
land, trade union work and the May 
local government elections were 
the main items on the agenda of the Janu¬ 
ary 12 executive committee meeting of 
the Socialist Alliance. There was a fairly 
high level of agreement with most differ¬ 
ences described as “non-antagonistic 
contradictions” by Martin Thomas of the 
Alliance for Workers’ Liberty. However, 
our main underlying division at present 
seems to be our strategic approach to the 
Labour Party. 

EC members recognised the need for 
the Socialist Alliance to react quickly and 
dynamically to the crisis on Britain's rail¬ 
ways. With the recent flurry of media at¬ 
tention for the SA and with leading 
alliance activists and other socialists at 
the heart of the RMT campaigns, we 
have an unprecedented opportunity to 
build support. 

The executive called on local Socialist 
Alliances to organise meetings on the rail 
crisis across England. Given the restric¬ 
tions of the anti-trade union laws, we can 
push the campaign wider than RMT ac¬ 
tivists are currently able to do. We can 
complement RMT activity through pro¬ 
viding a political lead. 

I was slightly concerned at the ap¬ 
proach of some executive members, who 
suggested we should ask the RMT lead¬ 
ership how we could best help. While we 
need to consult with our members who 
are experienced and active in the RMT, 
to imply that we ought to take a political 
lead from the RMT leadership is wrong. 
We need to be winning rank-and-file 
RMTers and the working class itself to 
support a militant socialist policy on 
transport and the trade union laws. 

Alternative tactics were discussed. All 
agreed that the building of confidence 
was vital for the union movement as 
whole. Victory for the RMT is crucial for 
this. While labour law in this country 
makes secondary (ie, solidarity) strikes 
illegal and restricts industrial action 
within very narrow boundaries, socialists 
need to make the case for the smashing 
of the anti-trade union laws, a fight 
against industrial sectionalism, a freeze 
on fares, for integrated transport and 
nationalisation of the railways under 
workers’ and users’ control. These are 
the issues at the political core of the trans¬ 
port dispute. The potential of ‘fare-free 
days’ - where union members turn up to 
work but fares are not collected - was also 
broached. 

Activists are being urged to link sup¬ 
port for the RMT with our March 16 con¬ 
ference - ‘The political fund - where 
should it go? Stopping privatisation and 
job cuts’. It was also agreed to produce 
a pamphlet entitled The socialist case for 
transport. We will be approaching the 
Scottish Socialist Party to issue a joint 
statement on the state of the railways. 
Like so many other issues, is an all-Brit¬ 
ain phenomenon. 

Possible passenger action was also 
discussed. Consumer groups have pro¬ 
posed a boycott of the railways on 
March 1. Executive officers are investi¬ 
gating whether or not to participate. Com¬ 
rade John Rees made the good point that, 
while some behind the proposed con¬ 
sumer action may favour a ‘pox on both 
their houses’ approach to the employ¬ 
ers and unions, we should not rule out 
winning passenger solidarity action with 
the RMT. Otherwise we risk allowing 
passenger groups coming under the in¬ 
fluence of the right. 

While comrades were more or less 
united on our approach to the rail crisis, 
our perspectives for the local govern¬ 
ment elections brought forward 
differences - some of emphasis; others 
of a more political nature. 


A written report on the recent Ipswich 
by-election, where the Socialist Alliance 
did poorly, led to discussion on our by- 
election strategy. Lesley Mahmood em¬ 
phasised a need to take by-elections on 
a case-by-case basis, arguing that one 
single overall strategy was difficult to 
develop. John Nicholson, in his final ex¬ 
ecutive meeting before moving over¬ 
seas, said that in addition we should be 
highlighting election activity in Scotland 
by the SSP and in Wales by the Welsh 
Socialist Alliance. For comrade Nichol¬ 
son by-elections create a certain tension 
between national political priorities and 
local autonomy in the selection of can¬ 
didates and deciding which elections to 
fight. 

We agreed to support the WSA in any 
manner we could in its campaign for the 
Ogmore by-election, which is expected 
on February 14. 

Debate on the local elections in Eng¬ 
land centred on how widely we attempt 
to stand, our attitude to Labour and 
some of the political priorities we set. 
There was unanimity on the need to con¬ 
centrate resources on certain wards to 
maximise results. However, I argued that 
this could be complemented by local 
Socialist Alliances standing across an 
entire borough or city council. This is 
particularly true in London or other ar¬ 
eas where there is more than one council 
seat per ward. 

One candidate in each ward projects a 
serious campaigning opposition to the 
council, with every elector in the borough 
or city having the opportunity to vote 
socialist. Just two or three candidates per 
council makes us appear an electoralist 
ginger group. Importantly, standing 
across a borough or city is not in contra¬ 
diction to concentrating work in selected 
wards. 

We also have the possibility of an elec¬ 
tion broadcast. We may need to stand 
extra candidates to achieve this, depend¬ 
ing on the threshold set by the television 
companies and the electoral commission. 

We reached a compromise formulation 
for the statement which will go out to 
members. Local alliances need to take into 
account the twin priorities of building 
themselves and raising the profile of the 
SA in general when deciding their tactics 
locally. The executive agreed that they 
should be given free rein on this. 

The main differences on the commit¬ 
tee revolved around our attitude to the 
Labour Party. As we have noted before, 
many comrades have switched from 
auto-Labourism to an auto-anti-Labour- 
ism stance. 

Overcoming Labourism and the elec¬ 
toral stranglehold of the Labour Party on 
the working class remains one of our 
strategic objectives. ‘Never vote for a la¬ 
bour candidate’ is just as bad as the Trot¬ 
skyist left’s mantra of ‘Vote Labour, but 


... ’ Central to our success will be our 
ability to engage with the electoral base 
of Labourism. It is not the individual poli¬ 
ticians we are trying to convince - 
whether a Tony Benn, Ken Livingstone 
or Diane Abbot. Deciding whether to 
contest seats against Labour lefts should 
not be left to the committee room - it must 
be a process we decide on in front of the 
working class through political struggle. 

Labour lefts should not be given a 
blank cheque. We should not automati¬ 
cally agree to stand down for them. But 
neither should we oppose them all with¬ 
out politically engaging their working 
class support. 

It was in this spirit I moved the follow¬ 
ing: ‘‘The Socialist Alliance favours the 
most united working class challenge to 
Blairism possible. The upcoming local 
government elections in England in May 
2002 provide the Socialist Alliance op¬ 
portunities to win new layers to social¬ 
ism through campaigning, propaganda 
and cooperation with other socialist 
forces to promote the ideas of working 
class independence against capitalism. 
Crucially, in a period of relatively low 
working class political and industrial mili¬ 
tancy, we will be able to confront the New 
Labour machine where it lives: in the 
ballot box. 

‘‘In order to build the largest vote pos¬ 
sible for socialism in these local govern¬ 
ment elections the Socialist Alliance will 
stand its own candidates under the Peo¬ 
ple before profit manifesto with political 
priorities set by the February 16 national 
council meeting. As well as calling for a 
vote for Socialist Alliance candidates, the 
Socialist Alliance will also call for a vote 
for Labour, socialist and progressive can¬ 
didates who support a minimum platform 
of working class defence of local govern¬ 
ment services and conditions. This plat¬ 
form should be finalised by the February 
national council meeting.” 

Comrades Dave Church and Steve 
Godward argued that so long as people 
stood on a New Labour manifesto, they 
were open season for socialists. Dave 
Church asked why we should support 
Labour candidates - even if they did sup¬ 
port a minimum platform - when they 
would not publicly support our candi¬ 
dates. 

I argued that it was a central weakness 
in our electoral strategy for us to have 
nothing to say on the Labour Party. All 
of the supporting organisations present 
- SWP, Workers Power, AWL, ISG, 
CPGB - have something to say on the 
Labour Party come election time, so why 
not the Socialist Alliance itself? John 
Rees of the SWP said that it would be 
“inappropriate” for the alliance to 
endorse any other candidates without 
really explaining why. He does not hold 
this position for his sect, however. It is 
likely that the SWP will tell the working 


class, ‘Vote socialist where you can; 
vote Labour where you must’. Why not 
try to win the SA to this if it is correct? 
Comrade Mark Hoskisson of Workers 
Power also voted against, making 
common cause with the SWP in hold¬ 
ing to one line on Labour for his sect, 
another line for the alliance. 

Comrade Mahmood was hesitant to 
back a ‘minimum platform’ and instead 
suggested we formulate ‘‘three key 
questions” for Labour candidates where 
there is no socialist standing. This ap¬ 
proach was supported by Mandy 
Baker. I had no objection to this formu¬ 
lation, but only five comrades sup¬ 
ported the motion, with 11 in 
opposition. Those supporting the 
motion were: Marcus Larsen, Will 
McMahon, Declan O’Neill, Tony Reid 
and Martin Thomas. No doubt this 
matter will resurface again and again. 

We did agree that SAs should contact 
local representatives of the Socialist 
Party, Socialist Labour Party and other 
organisations to avoid head-to-head 
clashes. Also, SAs should seek to 
encourage local trade union support, fi¬ 
nancial or other, for our candidates and 
take a flexible approach to any independ¬ 
ent or ‘campaigning’ anti-cuts candi¬ 
dates. Additionally the February 
national council will debate two 
documents on the local government 
elections: one on technical guidance and 
tactics, the other on our policy priorities. 

On our priorities, almost all comrades 
emphasised the need to argue for democ¬ 
racy at the top of our agenda. A step 
forward from the almost entirely eco¬ 
nomic priorities highlighted for the gen¬ 
eral election. However, comrades failed 
to see the link between local government 
democracy and overarching democratic 
questions, such as the entire constitu¬ 
tional monarchy system, of which local 
government is a constituent part. Speak¬ 
ing in support of highlighting our repub¬ 
licanism, John Nicholson stated that he 
“always thought the SWP had been soft 
of the monarchy”. 

I proposed a draft policy priority docu¬ 
ment with these main points: 1. Democ¬ 
racy, 2. Budgets, 3. Privatisation, 4. 
Housing, 5. Racism, 6. Law and order, 7. 
War and capitalism. 

Our discussion on the March 16 trade 
union conference again raised a differ¬ 
ence on Labour. Mark Hoskisson, our 
new trade union officer, moved a resolu¬ 
tion on our attitude to the political fund 
which included the formulation: “While 
we are not calling for disaffiliation by 
unions from the Labour Party ...” Nick 
Wrack moved that this be removed, as it 
was “too defensive”. However, as the 
vote on this matter at the FBU conference 
last year determined, we are against go¬ 
ing further than calling for the democra- 
tisation of unions’ political funds, not 
least because there is as yet no alterna¬ 
tive mass organisation of the working 
class. There had originally been a motion 
- supported by the SWP - in favour of 
disaffiliation. But it was later accepted 
that in current circumstances this could 
lead to syndicalist and apolitical conclu¬ 
sions. Despite this, only three comrades 
(myself, Martin Thomas and Mark Hosk¬ 
isson) voted for the retention of the 
phrase. Fifteen voted against. 

A further vote on calling on affiliated 
unions to fight for union policy within 
Labour structures was earned (seven for, 
three against, four abstentions). And a 
vote warning unions off funding Liberal 
Democrat and other non-working class 
candidates was also won (seven for, five 
against with two abstentions). 

The final resolution reads: “The So¬ 
cialist Alliance welcomes the debate that 
is currently taking place in the labour 


movement over the allocation of the po¬ 
litical fund and other forms of political 
support by unions to New Labour. We 
believe that this debate is taking place 
because many union members are angry 
at New Labour’s pro-big business poli¬ 
cies. 

“The Socialist Alliance supports all 
measures in the unions that ensure the 
political fund and other forms of support 
for political parties are under the demo¬ 
cratic control of rank and file union mem¬ 
bers and reflect their wishes. And we 
support efforts within the unions to com¬ 
pel union leaders to use the remaining 
union representation in New Labour 
structures in line with union policy and 
working class interests. 

“We fully support the right of unions 
to allocate their money and support to 
other working class political parties and 
organisations that they consider sup¬ 
portive of their union policies. The fund 
and any other aspects of political sup¬ 
port should not be automatically mo¬ 
nopolised by the Labour Party. This is 
already the position of the FBU and is 
under consideration by Unison. 

‘ This policy will give rank and file trade 
unionists the opportunity to decide for 
themselves who they wish their union to 
politically support. At the same time, we 
argue for the framework principle of in¬ 
dependent working class political repre¬ 
sentation. and therefore against a 
pick-and-mix policy which would have 
unions sponsoring Lib-Dems, SNP, or 
similar candidates who appear to be 
‘friends of Labour’.” 

During this agenda item we were in¬ 
formed that the Communist Party of Brit¬ 
ain-backed Liaison Committee for the 
Defence of Trade Unions has organised 
a conference on the same day to discuss, 
among other things, the ‘Tory” (sic) anti¬ 
trade union laws. My guess is that this 
is a spoiler and may point to differences 
of opinion within the Morning Stars CPB 
over cooperation with the Socialist Alli¬ 
ance. 

My motion for a working class repub¬ 
lican campaign against the jubilee cel¬ 
ebrations fell off the agenda, but will be 
taken at the February 16 national coun¬ 
cil. Clearly democratic issues are not 
prioritised by the Socialist Alliance ma¬ 
jority at present. It is vital that the SA 
takes a lead in building opposition to the 
deluge of monarchist propaganda over 
the coming months. 

My resolution calling for a united Eu¬ 
ropean Union socialist election campaign 
in the June 2004 EU elections will be 
taken at the March executive. 

The executive has recognised a con¬ 
stitutional anomaly in that supporting 
organisations, which formerly were enti¬ 
tled to attend Liaison Committee meet¬ 
ings, do not have representation on the 
national council. We will therefore extend 
an invitation to attend national council 
meetings with speaking rights to the 
Green Socialist Network and other sup¬ 
porting organisations. 

We elected the following officers: 

Chair: Liz Davies; vice-chairs: Lesley 
Mahmood, Steve Godward; secretary: 
Rob Hoveman; treasurer: Tess 
McMahon; nominating officer: Dave 
Church; membership secretary: Will 
McMahon; press officer: John Rees; 
black officer: Weyman Bennett. 

Women’s officers: Margaret Manning, 
Lesley Mahmood; trade union officer; 
Mark Hoskisson; publications officer: 
Nick Wrack. 

Liz Davies will be our representative 
on the Stop the War Coalition. Our next 
executive meeting will appoint spokes¬ 
persons on policy issues • 

Marcus Larsen 
SA executive committee member 



6 


January 17 2002 Weekly Worker 415 


CONSTITUTIONAL MONARCHY 


Separate church and state 


G eorge Carey’s decision, announced 
last week, to take early retirement from 
his job as archbishop of Canterbury 
has thrown a large cat among the ecclesiasti¬ 
cal pigeons. The succession battle, already 
marked by leaks, counter-leaks and a racism 
controversy, seems set to make last year’s 
bitter Tory leadership contest look like the 
proverbial vicarage tea party. 

After some 11 years in office, Carey has 
clearly had enough. His tenure involved the 
decision to ordain women as priests, a move 
which led to the embarrassing defection of 
many high church clergy to Catholicism; much 
of his time was spent counselling the dysfunc¬ 
tional Windsor family through a series of lu¬ 
rid maniage break-ups; and his proclaimed era 
of evangelism saw a continuing downward 
drift in church attendance. This is down to 
around 15% on the latest available figures, to 
the point where, according to the Church 
Times , only 968,800 professed Anglicans ac¬ 
tually attend church services. Despite the fact 
that in every opinion poll a majority of re¬ 
spondents say that they believe in god, Carey 
was honest enough last year to say that from 
his point of view we live in an atheist society. 

Why should Marxists take any interest in 
the shenanigans surrounding exactly who 
should become the next primate of all England 
and head of the Anglican communion 
throughout the world? There is, of course, the 
amusement value, but more seriously there is 
the fact that in this country, unique among 
bourgeois democracies, we have a state reli¬ 
gion founded on a church “by law estab¬ 
lished”. This is an institution that has 
historically been, and still is, deeply enmeshed 
in the relations of power and privilege that 
flow from the crown and the state. Since the 
reformation, with the sole exception of the 
catholic queen Maty (1553-1558), its titular 
head or “supreme governor” has been the 
reigning protestant monarch, who among 
other resplendent titles rejoices in that of fi- 
dei defensor, “defender of the faith”. This was 
bestowed, ironically in the light of subse¬ 
quent events, on Henry VIH for his excellent 
writings attacking Martin Luther’s heretical 
views on the doctrine of transubstantiation. 

The heir apparent to the title of fidei defen¬ 
sor is none other than Charles, prince of 
Wales, a (more or less) self-confessed adul¬ 
terer. When he takes time off from chatting 
with his begonias, musing on eastern mysti¬ 
cism, slaughtering wildlife, and fornicating 
with his mistress, Charles - a “devout Angli¬ 
can” - tells us of his desire on his accession, 
if he ever gets that far, to become, in deference 
to our multicultural society, the “defender of 
faith ”, rather than of “the faith”. His evident 
desire, as a divorced man, to many the divor¬ 
cee Mrs Camilla Parker-Bowles represents a 
looming crisis for the church of England and 
the state. This may perhaps be kin to the cri¬ 
sis preceding the abdication of Edward VIII, 
and has much to do with who shall succeed 
Carey as primate. 

The decision rests, on the basis of another 
bizan'e historical twist, with Tony Blair. Tak¬ 
ing no account of the fact that the Church of 
England has its own more or less democrati¬ 
cally elected synod, a special committee of the 
crown appointments commission will 
convene and pass to the prime minister the 
names of two candidates for the office, of 
which Blah' would normally submit one to the 
palace. He could, however, follow the exam¬ 
ple of Thatcher in the case of Carey and 
submit his own preferred successor. Perhaps 
exercising this exclusive form of patronage 
would be a welcome break from acting as presi¬ 
dent Bush’s global messenger boy and, 
among other things, from engaging in the 
futile exercise of producing a credible policy 
for the railways. 

Citing what they call “inside information” 
(presumably from terrestrial rather than heav¬ 
enly sources), the bookmakers William Hill 
have decided that the favourite for Canterbury 
is the bishop of Rochester, Dr Michael Nazir- 
Ali. at odds of 3/1. The problem with his lord¬ 


ship of Rochester is that he is not only not 
British but is also not white, hi fact, to use the 
terms employed by one Anglican cleric, he is 
a “Paki papist”. “Paki” for the obvious reason 
that he was bom in Pakistan and began his 
ministry there; a “papist” because, in his teens 
he attended a catholic school and was a com¬ 
municant member of the Roman church. 

Opponents of Nazir-Ali’s candidacy have 
indulged in a blatant smear campaign. Leaks 
to national newspapers have claimed, among 
other things, he has been previously married, 
he ‘bought’ his first bishopric and he fabri¬ 
cated his academic qualifications. A secret 
enquiry by the church authorities found that 
these allegations were false, although Nazir- 
Ali maintains, in all humility, that he is not 
worthy to become the next archbishop. Un¬ 
derstandably, he has personally commented 
on the fact that, “One comes across racism in 
all sorts of places and, in my experience, no 
place is exemplary” (Daily Mail January 14). 
Interestingly, the paper began its reporting of 
Nazir-Ah’s comments with the statement that, 
‘The front runner in the increasingly vicious 
battle for the archbishop of Canterbury’s job 
played the race card yesterday.” 

The palace’s own choice for primate has al¬ 
ready been made clear, just in case Tony fails 
to get the message. The bishop of London, 
Richard Chartres, a sound lower middle class 
boy made good, is a traditionalist, sceptical 
about women priests, but who reportedly has 
no scruples about an eventual church mar¬ 
riage for Charles and Camilla. As one paper 


put it, “The men are very close and tire prince 
thinks he is great” (The Sunday Telegraph 
January 13). 

The Church of England is at the heart of the 
anti-democratic constitutional monarchy sys¬ 
tem of the UK state. When it comes to class 
relations, we should not forget, for example, 
that it is a major institutional shareholder, in¬ 
cluding in property - assets derived ultimately 
from tithes and from the benefactions of gen¬ 
erations of believers who hoped thereby to 
effect their passage into paradise. 

The CPGB quite correctly included a sec¬ 
tion (3.17) on religion in its supplement ‘To¬ 
wards a common Socialist Alliance 
programme’, which is based on the relevant 
passage in the CPGB’s own draft 
programme. 

In terms of immediate demands, the docu¬ 
ment calls for the complete separation of 
church and state. This means not just the for¬ 
mal disestablishment of the Church of Eng¬ 
land - ie, the complete separation of church 
from state - but also the removal of all spe¬ 
cial privileged status accorded to this or any 
other religious body in political and social 
life, including the conduct of state-spon¬ 
sored, legally enforced religious propaganda 
activity in schools and colleges. The freedom 
to propagate and practise religion, along with 
the freedom to conduct atheist propaganda, 
is, obviously, inseparable from that commit¬ 
ment to consistent democracy that charac¬ 
terises genuine communists* 

Michael Malkin 



Michael Nazir-Ali: unworthy 


Abolish the second chamber 


T he Labour government is facing its big¬ 
gest back bench rebellion and potential 
defeat over its proposals to reform the House 
of Lords. Addressing the Parliamentary La¬ 
bour Party, Lord Irvine, the author of the 
white paper The House of Lords - complet¬ 
ing the reform was “crucified” a Labour MP 
told the Financial Times (January 10). 
Meanwhile Iain Duncan Smith could face a 
rebellion of his own, from Conservative 
peers and MPs who object to his counter¬ 
proposals for a largely elected “senate” to 
replace the Lords. 

Under the proposals contained within the 
white paper the Lords would be reduced to 
600 members. The 92 hereditary peers that 
survived the first phase of Labour’s reform will 
be removed. In their place will be the originally 
named members of the lords (ML), 332 of 
whom would be nominated by political par¬ 
ties, 120 selected by a supposedly ‘independ¬ 
ent’ appointments commission and finally 120 
(20%) directly elected. 

Seeking to outflank the government, the 
Tory-proposed second chamber would com¬ 
prise 300 ‘senators’, 240 (80%) of whom would 
be elected, the rest appointed. This senate 
would be given enhanced powers of scrutiny 
over European legislation and possibly the 
power to summon ministers before select com¬ 
mittees. The bogus nature of the Tories’ 
‘democratic’ posturing is self-evident. To al¬ 
legedly safeguard its ‘independence’ the 
elected element of the senate will serve 15-year 
(!) terms and the so-called ‘independents’ - 
the unelected bishops and law lords - will re¬ 
main in place. 

For the enfeebled Conservative Party, Lords 
reform has obvious attractions. Primarily it 
represents the opportunity to cause the gov¬ 
ernment some discomfort. Some of the effects 
of the constitutional reforms enacted by La¬ 
bour since 1997 can at least be mitigated. A 
key theme for Duncan Smith, launching the 
proposals within the pages of The Sunday 
Telegraph this weekend, was made clear: 
“Drawing members from every comer of the 
country would strengthen the union and bind 


our country together” (January 13). 

Historically the Lords has tended to have 
an inbuilt Conservative majority in the form 
of hereditary peers whose social position and 
outlook has made them ‘natural’ Tories. How¬ 
ever, Labour’s policy of flooding the Lords 
with its peers has further stymied a Conserva¬ 
tive Party already impotent in the Commons. 
Unsurprisingly Duncan Smith has been 
scathing about this ‘cronyism’. He is reduced 
to pontificating on democracy - ironic, given 
his own party's history. But defending the sta¬ 
tus quo is of little advantage to the Conserva¬ 
tives; “Leaving the House of Lords as it is is 
not an option”, according to Duncan Smith 
(ibid). 

In essence, like Blair’s Labour, the Tories 
want to give the discredited Lords a facelift to 
save it. However, both envisage different roles 
for a reformed second chamber. For Blah' it is 
to remain the pliant creature of the Commons, 
while the Conservatives and the hard Tel¬ 
egraph/Spectator right have discovered the 
virtues of a ‘strong (bicameral) legislative’ 
versus the ‘tyrannical executive’. For them 
“the Lords is doing rather well as it is” (Daily 
Telegraph January 10). Laughably this popu¬ 
list demagogy seeks to present the Lords as 
being ‘in touch with Britain’ - of course we all 
identify with your average hereditary peer, 
don’t we? 

Though Duncan Smith’s policies have 
been endorsed by the shadow cabinet, this 
issue divides the Conservative as well as 
Labour benches - albeit more subtly. Some 
Conservative peers have already expressed 
misgivings. Lord Kingsland, the shadow 
lord chancellor, expressed his opposition to 
a “hybrid house” and endorsed the view 
expressed by one of his contemporaries, 
Lord St John of Fawsley, that there was 
“nothing whatsoever to be said” for the 
Duncan Smith proposals - before they were 
published. Though according to a 
Conservative spokesman quoted in The 
Daily Telegraph (January 15) Lord 
Kingsland has since undergone a 
Damascene conversion, some opposition 


In opposition to 
the ‘checks and 
balances’ so 
beloved of the 
bourgeoisie, 
radical and 
consistent 
democracy is in 
the interests of 
the working 
class 


could still arise. If it comes then it will 
test IDS’s grip on his fractious party. 
The beginning of William Hague’s 
leadership saw him attempt to formu¬ 
late a policy on Lords reform along 
similar lines to Duncan Smith - only to 
be forced to back down by opposition 
from Conservative peers. 

For dismayed liberal supporters of the 
government the fact that the Tories have 
outflanked them is proof of the feeble¬ 
ness of Irvine’s proposals. For The 
Guardian, “It beggars belief that the 
Conservative Party, the historic 
defender of aristocratic privilege, should 
have contrived to appear more open- 
minded on Lords reform than Labour” 
(January 10). 

The proposals from both the Labour 
government and the Conservatives are 
certainly both a sham and a swindle in 
equal measure. Marxists campaign for 
‘extreme democracy’ under capitalism. 
In opposition to the ‘checks and bal¬ 
ances’ so beloved of the bourgeoisie, 
radical and consistent democracy is in 
the interests of the working class. In 
opposition to the Commons/Lords 
charade, we demand a single-chamber, 
annually elected parliament, with recal¬ 
lable MPs - a body directly suscepti¬ 
ble to pressure from below, in other 
words. 

An opportunity exists for the 
Socialist Alliance to take the lead in 
putting forward an independent 
working class position on this ques¬ 
tion. The local elections in May will see 
democratic issues feature high up on 
the agenda. While arguing for a pro¬ 
gramme of local democracy, we need 
at the same time to ensure that we make 
more general propaganda linking local 
democracy to the national fight to 
sweep away the House of Lords - in 
any form - and the whole rotten con¬ 
stitutional monarchy system it sits on* 
James Mallory 
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Puff, piss 
and princes 



S uperficially, it is hard to take seriously 
the furore surrounding the revelations 
of prince Harry’s under-age drinking 
and sessions with the evil weed. On one level, 
it is just another vacuously silly royal stoiy. 
We are meant to be enthralled by the specta¬ 
cle of this highly dysfunctional and individu¬ 
ally uninteresting family of misfits doing rather 
ordinary things like getting divorced, 
shagging illicitly and now getting bladdered 
and chucking up. It’s like the Royle family, 
only less happens. 

Similarly, the idea that the appropriate re¬ 
sponse to Harry’s misdemeanours is to make 
him visit a drugs rehab clinic is very odd in¬ 
deed. If every young male who had acted like 
a prat in his local after an evening on the puff 
and the piss were made to follow HRH’s lead, 
there would be no room for the addicts. 

A dismissive response would spectacularly 
miss the point, however. The media-hysteria 
around prince Harry ‘pot head’ Windsor’s 
“drug shame” tells us much about contem¬ 
porary British social and political life, and the 
continued symbolic potency of the monar¬ 
chy. 

First, there is the fact that this young’s man’s 
mundanely common problem - of learning to 
control his intake of widely used drugs - is 
treated as a metaphor for a society tottering 
dangerously on the precipice of mass addic¬ 
tion. Millions of young adults and others use, 
enjoy and suffer no serious ill effects from the 
consumption of a wide variety of legal and 
illicit drugs. Learning to gauge their likely ef¬ 
fects on your behaviour is simply part of the 
process of growing up. We do not need the 
state - either in the tough fonn of the police or 
the ‘fluffy’ shape of the addiction/counselling 
industry interfering any further with our right 
to make informed decisions about our lives 
and the pleasures we pursue in our leisure time. 

Second, the continued - extremely arbitrary 
- designation of some drugs as illegal simply 
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has die effect of ciminalising wide swathes of 
our society. Despite recent relaxations in the 
law around possession of cannabis, Britain’s 
drug laws remain irrational by any standards. 
They do. however, justify massive police sur¬ 
veillance of, interference in and disruption to 
many people’s lives. 

Third, it has been instructive how this story 
has been used to attempt to form a point of 
contact between the experiences of ‘ordinary 
people’ and the royals. Precisely because 
Harry’s antics have been so typical, they have 
struck a resonance with millions, particularly 
the young. Ever since the death of Diana, ef¬ 
forts have been made to rehabilitate the house 
of Windsor, to recast them as less cold, out of 
touch and ‘unfeeling’. 

The prince of Wales - regarded once as the 
two-timing villain - has drawn praise for be¬ 
ing a ‘responsible but eating dad’, with the 
queen herself apparently looking favourably 
on his efforts. Royalty - at least in its modem 
incarnation - has always had this dual aspect. 
On the one hand, an otherworldly institution, 
with a divinely anointed right to mle. On the 
other, just another family with the same small 
cares and woes as you and I. 

Or. as a writer in the forerunner of the Weekly 
Worker once put it, “on the one hand, the ic¬ 
ing on the great British cake; on the other, just 
ordinary plum duff’ (The Leninist July 12 
1986). 

In the jubilee year, the Socialist Alliance 
would do well to pay close attention to efforts 
to rebrand the British monarchy. It would be 
too easy simply to dismiss developments 
such as the fuss around young Harry’s little 
faux pas as irrelevant to the class struggle, 
almost beneath comment. A profound mis¬ 
take. 

We can be sure that our class enemies will 
be busy spinning even such an ostensibly 
negative story as this one to their advantage • 

Ian Mahoney 


Crisis in Zimbabwe 

No to dictatorship! 
No to neo-liberalism! 

International Socialist Organisation 
statement 

The ISO Zimbabwe strongly condemn the move by the Mugabe Zanu-PF 
government to introduce draconian semi-fascist laws, the statement 
by army commander Vitalis Zvinavashe and the violent campaign that 
Zanu-PF has embarked on. We also condemn the introduction of tui¬ 
tion fees at colleges and university and the introduction of loan facility 
for students from Bank CBZ and the Metropolitan. This further worsens 
the economic and political crisis in Zimbabwe. For political survival in 
the forthcoming presidential elections Mugabe has resorted to the 
smashing of democracy and any potential resistance. On the economic 
front Mugabe continues attacking workers, students, peasants and the 
poor by serving the rich, IMF and World Bank, hoping that they would 
forgive him like they did Moi in Kenya. 

The Zanu-PF government is preparing for a multi-front attack on democ¬ 
racy and is preparing a fight in the elections and streets. Cases of po¬ 
litical violence are on the increase - the youths trained by the Zanu-PF 
government have caused havoc in the townships. An MDC MP from 
Matebeleland is fighting for his life in hospital after being beaten by 
eight men and left for dead. The army commander issued a statement 
last week meant to encourage and incite violence from Zanu-PF mili¬ 
tias and the liberation war veterans. It is also to instil fear in the ordi¬ 
nary people, especially those in the rural areas that if they don’t vote 
for Mugabe it means the return of war or what happened in Matebeleland 
in the early 80s. 

Besides its campaign of terror, Zanu-PF has now introduced semi-fas¬ 
cist laws to crush any resistance to this multi-faceted attack: 

• denying free and fair elections by the amendments to the Electoral Act 

• smashing press freedom, the right to demonstrate and assembly 
through the Public Order and Security Bill and the Access to Informa¬ 
tion and Protection of Privacy Bill 

• the movement of resistance to Mugabe, Zanu-PF and their neo-liberal 
policies was started in 1997 by strikes, demonstrations and stayaways 
of workers and students and, fearful of this power, Mugabe is now seek¬ 
ing to outlaw all strikes and stayaways through the Labour Relations 
Amendment Bill and the privatisation of colleges and universities and 
expulsion of militant student activist leaders. 

The only way to smash this two-headed snake that Mugabe is creating 
is to attack it on all fronts at the same time, uniting all forces under 
attack in a democratic and transparent united front without domina¬ 
tion of any one group. The demands must be broad: firstly resisting the 
attacks on democracy by Zanu-PF, and secondly resisting its IMF, World 
Bank (ie, US- and EU-sponsored) neo-liberal agenda, which has brought 
massive poverty to workers, students unemployed and ordinary peo¬ 
ple. The movement must be based on action: ie, general strikes, class 
boycotts and demonstrations - the tradition of 1997-1999 in dealing 
with this arrogance. 

It is obvious that parliament is a toothless dog, and going to the courts 
will not achieve much, as Chidyausiku will be waiting for us there. None 
but ourselves will liberate ourselves - the US, EU and other imperialist 
countries are no friends of democracy. They are massacring innocent 
people in Afghanistan, with Somalia and Iraq next. They are the biggest 
terrorists, who have killed millions in third world countries from Viet¬ 
nam and Korea to Angola, and supported apartheid in South Africa and 
Rhodesia and Mugabe in the gukurahundi era. They and their local ‘pup¬ 
pets’ like Zanu-PF have imposed neo-liberal policies that have brought 
so much poverty to the workers, students and peasants of this world. 
But, as events from Seattle, Brussels, South Africa, Genoa, etc show, 
they are now facing massive resistance in the emerging anti-capital- 
ism/anti-war movement. 

If we are to ensure that the struggle to remove Zanu-PF dictatorship 
does not result in its replacement by just another set of ‘puppets’ of 
imperialism, as happened under Chiluba in Zambia, we have to start 
now by combining the struggle against Zanu-PF for political democracy 
with the struggle for economic emancipation of the working people 
against Esap, neo-liberalism and imperialism. 

Jambanja ndizvol Say... 

• no to Zanu-PF’s electoral amendments 

• no to Public Order and Security Bill and The Access to Information and 
Protection of Privacy Bill 

• no to Zanu-PF’s Labour Bill that prohibits strikes and stayaways 

• no to privatisation of colleges, universities and new tuition policy. 
Demand immediate reinstatement of expelled students and a living al¬ 
lowance for all students 

• no to the Zanu-PF constitution 

• no to the Zimbabwe Democracy Bill and EU sanctions 

• no to imperialist war in Afghanistan and Somalia* 
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SOCIALIST ALLIANCE 


For a democratic 
and effective 
Socialist Alliance 

“The Socialist Alliance has grown and developed 
through our collective experience of the general elec¬ 
tion. We are now a registered political party and have 
the beginnings of a national profile, national leader¬ 
ship and we have our democratically agreed mani¬ 
festo. To fight for our manifesto (which culminates in 
socialism), we must move beyond our present struc¬ 
tures. We need an effective and therefore democratic 
organisation. 

The Socialist Alliance is more than an electoral or¬ 
ganisation. We need to take initiatives in all fields of 
society. 

The Socialist Alliance should neither be bureau¬ 
cratically controlled from above nor limited to an in¬ 
effective non- agg ression pact. 

We need democratic unity above and below. The 
SA needs clear central priorities with local autonomy 
and democratic rights for members. 

The Socialist Alliance should strive for maximum 
unity in action through debate at the highest level 
involving a broad, wide-ranging and inclusive discus¬ 
sion. The Socialist Alliance should strive to ensure 
that all significant trends find representation on lead¬ 
ing committees. 

Making the Socialist Alliance an effective weapon 
in the stru gg le for socialism means that all members 
must enjoy the following rights: 

• freedom of opinion and expression; 

• the right to take part in the formation of Socialist 
Alliance policies; 

• the right to put oneself forward for and to take part 
in the selection of Socialist Alliance candidates; 

• the right to hold officers and representatives of the 
Socialist Alliance to account through democratic 
mechanisms; 

• the right to collectively recall all elected Socialist 
Alliance officers and committees; 

• the right to form distinct temporary or longer-term 
political platforms; 

• the right to read, write for and publicly distribute 
publications; 

• the right to information about Socialist Alliance 
activities; 

• the right to political education and socialist theory 
in the Socialist Alliance.” 

Initial signatories 

Janine Booth (SA candidate, Islington South and Finsbury) 
John Bridge (CPGB representative, SA Liaison Committee) 
Anna Chen (SA press committee) 

Dave Church (SA executive committee) 

Lawrie Coombs (SA candidate, Stockton South) 

Peter Grant (SA candidate, Salford; chair Manchester Picca¬ 
dilly Aslef) 

Marcus Larsen (London SA chair; executive committee) 

Mike Marqusee ( SA executive committee) 

Dave Osier (London SA steering committee) 

Lee Rock (London SA steering committee; London regional 
organiser, PCSU) 

Martin Thomas (SA executive committee) 

Neil Thompson (SA candidate, St Helens South; chair region 
9FBU) 

Nick Wrack (SA executive committee; chair Southwark SA) 

I-1 

S Please add my name to the statement i 

, Name_ . 

j Address_ J 

I Town/city_Postcode_ I 

, SA branch_ . 

] SA position_ | 

1 Signature_Date_ i 

a Return to Marcus Larsen, c/o BCM Box 928, g 

I London, WC1N3XX » 

I_I 


Teesside gets going 


After a lull during the holiday period and some 
rather slapdash organisation over the past few 
months, around 15 Socialist Alliance com¬ 
rades met in Middlesbrough to map out ac¬ 
tivity over the coming months. 

The meeting began with a report-back on 
the December 1 SA constitutional conference. 
The debate that ensued was actually more 
heated than any we had previously. Most 
comrades were less than overjoyed that the 
conference had adopted the SWP model. 
However, a big majority of those present 
agreed that the SA needed tighter organisa¬ 
tion and seemed pleased at the prospect of 
the alliance taking on more of a national pro- 


The Notts Socialist Alliance regrets 
the decision of the Socialist Alliance 
national constitutional conference 
to move away from a federal, 
inclusive approach that character¬ 
ised the Socialist Alliance initially 
and to adopt a centralised struc¬ 
ture, ‘winner takes all’ approach. 

The Socialist Alliance needs to 
maintain the maximum possible 
principled unity, whilst at the same 
time preserving the rights of all 
those who participate. 


file. So, despite reservations, comrades were 
prepared, in the words of one speaker, to 
“suck it and see”. If, as the Socialist Party al¬ 
leges, the SA will now inevitably end up like 
Scargill’s Socialist Labour Party, comrades 
“know where the door is”: no one was going 
to be told what to think, by the SP, SWP or 
anyone else, and we are free to determine our 
own local policy as before. 

A comrade from the SP, who had previously 
played a valued role in Teesside SA, attended 
as an observer and bravely put forward the 
usual cynical ‘SWP bogeyman’ presentation. 
Our attitude towards the SP needs to dis¬ 
cussed - we need to avoid the temptation to 


The Notts Socialist Alliance agrees 
to: 

• reject the new national constitu¬ 
tion 

• continue to work in a pluralist way, 
with all significant viewpoints within 
the alliance having the right of 
representation in bodies of the 
alliance 

• contact other alliances that wish 
to retain a federal structure with a 
view to establishing a genuine 
alliance nationally. 


answer sectarianism with sectarianism and 
should attempt to build bridges with SP mem¬ 
bers. We should welcome them as observers 
if they insist on leaving the SA and should 
ask for a reciprocal arrangement for SP branch 
meetings. 

On Teesside the departure of the SP is prob¬ 
ably more of a loss than in most places. Here, 
its relatively active comrades have played a 
helpful role. With the reduced numbers we will 
now meet on an all-Teesside basis - although 
plans will still go ahead to develop SA 
branches in every borough, with Middles¬ 
brough, Stockton, Redcar and Hartlepool plan¬ 
ning to set up their own group in the next week 
or so. 

We decided by a large majority to contest 
the forthcoming Middlesbrough mayoralty 
elections. Jeff Fowler, a long-standing social¬ 
ist and prominent Natfhe activist, was selected 
as our candidate. Discussion then centred 
around the type of politics we should high¬ 
light during the campaign. Certainly we need 
to provide an alternative to the law and order 
nonsense that will be a feature of the election, 
in no small part due to the standing of 
‘Robocop’ Ray Mallon, the former head of 
Cleveland police accused of corruption. 
(‘Robocommie’ was suggested as a campaign 
title for comrade Fowler). 

Our attitude towards the police will be the 
source of interesting future discussion, with 
one section demanding ‘accountability’ and 
the other calling for workers to aim for their 
own democratically run defence cotps. Simi¬ 
larly there are differences over the centrality 
of democracy, although everyone agrees on 
the need to highlight the democratic deficit in 
the election for mayor. We need to present 
ourselves as the anti-mayor party which 
champions democratic rights, in a campaign 
targeting particular estates and workplaces. 

Our campaign newsletter, Teesside Worker , 
is now in production • 

Lawrie Coombs 


Call for rival S A 

This motion, in the name of the Socialist 
Party, is to be moved at a meeting of Notts 
Socialist Alliance next week 


OBITUARIES 


Donald Cuckson Frank Cave 

Lifelong red His own man 


D onald Cuckson, whose 
funeral took place on 
January 9 in London, was 
born in January 1924 and 
died in late December 
2001. 

Don joined the Young 
Communist League in 
1939. In the Halifax 
branch he worked along¬ 
side EP Thompson - a ma¬ 
jor influence on his 
thinking. Don was con¬ 
scripted in 1942. In the Sig¬ 
nals Corps, he served in 
Holland and then in Pales¬ 
tine, where he had close 
contact with the Palestin¬ 
ian Communist Party. 

After the war, Don fre¬ 
quently found himself in 
opposition the CPGB ‘line’. 
He got into a personal row 
with Harry Pollitt over the 
party’s recognition of Is¬ 
rael in 1949 - which he op¬ 
posed. But Don continued 
to work within it until the 
Hungarian Revolution in 
1956, when he, like thou¬ 
sands of others, left the 
party. Unlike many others, 
however, Don remained 
active and held on to his 
revolutionary beliefs. In 
the mid-1960s Don was 
persuaded to rejoin the CP 


and was employed as a 
full-timer at the Morning 
Star, working in the library. 
Don finally dropped out of 
the CPGB when it effec¬ 
tively ceased to exist fol¬ 
lowing the collapse of 
communism in the east. 

In his later years, Don 
was a member of the 
Movement for Socialism 
and International Social¬ 
ist Forum. 

He became a close col¬ 
laborator of Cyril Smith 
(author of Marx at the mil¬ 
lennium), with whom he 
worked in organising 
study groups on philoso¬ 
phy and also as a writer. 
Don became increasingly 
critical of Lenin’s philoso¬ 
phy after studying Marx’s 
1844 Philosophic manu¬ 
scripts. Last year he par¬ 
ticipated in a study group 
on Raya Dunayevskaya’s 
book, Marxism and free¬ 
dom, organised by the 
London Corresponding 
Committee. 

Don will be sadly missed 
and remembered with 
great affection by family 
and friends • 

London Corresponding 
Committee 


F rank Cave, president of Arthur 
Scargill’s Socialist Labour 
Party, died of cancer on January 7 
after many years of ill health. 

After a lifetime of service to the 
trade union movement, most no¬ 
tably in the National Union of 
Mineworkers, where he occupied 
the post of general secretary, 
comrade Cave followed Scargill 
out of the Labour Party as one of 
the founder members of the SLP, 
formed in May 1996. 

At its 1st Congress Frank was 
unanimously elected vice-presi¬ 
dent. Scargill himself assumed the 
presidency, while the general sec¬ 
retary’s job went to Patrick Sikor- 
ski, a leading light in the shadowy 
Fourth International Supporters 
Caucus (Fisc), at that time 
Scargill’s main cheerleaders. 

However, within a year the three 
posts had been ‘reshuffled’ after 
comrade Sikorski decided to step 
down because of ‘pressure of 
work’. Without bothering with 
new elections, Scargill ‘demoted’ 
him to the vice-presidency, taking 
over the general secretaryship 
himself. That left comrade Cave 
as SLP president, a post to which 
his temperament and quiet au¬ 
thority suited him well. 

At subsequent congresses 
comrade Cave’s even-handed, if 
sometimes impatient, chairing 


earned him respect. At each of the 
three congresses there was con¬ 
troversy and crisis. December 
1997 saw the emergence of the 
phantom North West, Cheshire 
and Cumbria Miners Associa¬ 
tion, whose 3,000 block votes 
were used to ensure the abolition 
of Fisc’s treasured black section, 
against the wishes of the major¬ 
ity of members. The next year saw 
Roy Bull of the homophobic Eco¬ 
nomic and Philosophic Science 
Review depose Sikorski, while in 
1999 the EPSR comrades them¬ 
selves were swept away. 

While tempers frayed, anger 
was never directed at Frank, who 
always ensured that the views of 
comrades from every wing of the 
party, irrespective of Scargill’s dis¬ 
approval, were heard at con¬ 
gress. The abuse of democracy, 
the ‘voidings’ of the left, the out- 
and-out sectarianism, the daft 
spin - all bore the stamp of Scar¬ 
gill and a few close cronies, never 
of comrade Cave. 

In truth Frank was his own man. 
He had strongly held opinions on 
every subject. If he was guilty of 
anything, it was his failure to as¬ 
sert himself sufficiently to rein 
Scargill in. Unbridled Scargillism 
has resulted in the shell that the 
SLP is today • 

Simon Harvey 
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CPGB AGGREGATE 


Paper commitment 


A t a fringe meeting after the Decem¬ 
ber 1 Socialist Alliance confer¬ 
ence, CPGB comrades proposed 
the creation of a Socialist Alliance paper 
by pro-party forces within the alliance. The 
Provisional Central Committee of the 
CPGB is ready to embark on negotiations 
with other pro-party forces over condi¬ 
tions under which the CPGB would close 
down the Weekly Worker and commit its 
technical, human and financial resources 
to this new journal. 

This would be a big step for the Party, 
and not surprisingly almost the whole six 
hours of January’s aggregate of CPGB 
members was taken up by a wide-ranging 
and intense debate on the question. All 
comrades were in favour of a new paper 
in principle, but some reservations were 
voiced that our own specifically 
communist voice might be diminished or 
watered down. Concerns were also ex¬ 
pressed about where failure of a new 
publication would leave the CPGB: would 
the idea of air S A paper and even the pro¬ 
party project be fatally discredited? And 
how easy would it be to resurrect the 
Weekly Worker if necessary? 

If a Socialist Alliance paper becomes a 
reality, should the CPGB continue to 
publish its own separate journal? Opin¬ 
ion was at first sharply divided on the 
question. Some comrades insisted that 
before the CPGB closes down the Weekly 
Worker it must obtain a firm commitment 
from other groups involved - especially 
the Alliance for Workers’ Liberty, with 
whom discussions are being held - that 
they will also cease publication of their 
own papers. Others said that this was not 
necessary - what was important was a 
demonstration of commitment to the new 
journal. All comrades were, however, 
agreed that there must be an absolute 
guarantee that air SA paper would pub¬ 
lish articles reflecting our pro-party and 
revolutionary politics, with no censorship 
from other elements of a putative joint edi¬ 
torial board. 

There was general agreement that, al¬ 
though such a project could only get off 
the ground with the backing of existing 
organisations like the CPGB and AWL, 
the role of independents in the Socialist 
Alliance would be crucial. However, there 
were differences over the likely extent and 
influence of independents over the 
project. 

Connade Tina Becker opened the ag¬ 
gregate with a presentation on the ques¬ 
tion. She pointed out that no firm decision 
has as yet been taken - that would depend 
on agreement with others. A conference 
is planned, hopefully involving the AWL 
and the International Socialist Group, 
along with forces from the independents. 

An SA paper is urgently needed, said 
the comrade. Lip to 40% of those present 
at the December 1 SA conference voted 
in favour of such a publication. The So¬ 
cialist Workers Party is intent on turning 
the SA on and off as befits its own politi¬ 
cal requirements and is clearly against the 
notion of producing air SA journal. There¬ 
fore it is essential to use the SA paper as 
a vehicle for challenging the SWP’s 
leadership, for cohering pro-party forces 
and combating sectarianism. 

The Weekly Worker has great strengths 
as a critical, open paper but it also has 
weaknesses: it functions as an educator 
but less effectively as an agitator or organ¬ 
iser. Giving up publication of the Weekly 
Worker would be difficult, but above all 
else we must look at what the working class 
needs. Even the name CPGB, which we 
would argue is a scientifically correct one, 
is a secondary question, when it comes 
to the need to build a party. 

What forces are there to operate with? 
Small groups which would be reluctant to 
give up their own group name and 
publication. From tire SWP there has been 


no response. The ISG may not come in 
without the SWP. Workers Power is 
opposed to an SA paper, regarding it as a 
“tower of Babel”. The AWL, with its 
staunchly pro-SA wing, is tire most posi¬ 
tive, and might help initiate a paper. 

Comrade Becker described the best pos¬ 
sible scenario. The AWL, the ISG and a 
number of independents will attend the 
conference and elect an editorial board 
consisting of all these elements. Organi¬ 
sations would commit resources and agree 
to close down their own publications. The 
idea would be to create an open, 
democratic paper, with polemical 
exchange, agitational pieces and longer 
theoretical articles, building on the 
strengths of the group publications it 
superseded. It would certainly not be air 
SWP-bashing paper, but neither should 
it shy away from criticism when this im¬ 
portant group acted in a narrow manner 
which hanned the project. SWP comrades 
would be invited to contribute like every¬ 
one else. 

The programmatic basis of the new pa¬ 
per would be tlie SA manifesto People 
before profit - this document, despite its 
deficiencies, is the base line. If forces could 
be cohered to write for, produce and 
distribute the paper across the country, a 
party-like structure could emerge, 
something that the SWP would recognise 
the need to engage with. The paper would 
de facto become the voice of the SA and 
perhaps eventually be transformed into its 
official organ. 

The worst possible outcome would be 
the failure of the project to get off the 
ground. To abandon it or to pursue it half¬ 
heartedly would have serious conse¬ 
quences in terms of discrediting the idea 
of an SA paper. It would weaken both tire 
position of the CPGB and tire prospect of 
pro-partyism within the SA. The most 
important thing, said comrade Becker, was 
to fight for the project’s success. 

A lengthy and animated debate fol¬ 
lowed. Darrell Goodliffe pointed out that, 
given the nature of the period, we have to 
accept that our primary focus must remain 
on relating to other forces on the left, rather 
than the class as a whole. The period is 
one of preparation for, rather than actually 
building, a party. Our orientation to the left 
must take into account tire fact that the 
left itself is still riddled with opportunism. 

Derek Goodliffe expressed grave 
doubts about the prospect of liquidating 
the Weekly Worker, and thus essentially 
losing our identity. To dissolve our own 
paper in favour of a project that would 
probably fail would be to make a serious 
mistake, he said. 

We have to be flexible, said Anne Me 
Shane, or we risk becoming like the other 
sects, focused on preserving our own 
existence at all costs. She saw the puta¬ 
tive paper as effectively a merger between 
the CPGB and the AWL, something of 
which she is in principle in favour, though 
depending on what basis. The period 
since the general election has been marked 
by setbacks: not just the Socialist Party’s 
walkout, but tire continued marginalising 
of the SA by the SWP in relation to the 
anti-war movement, where the SA was 
relegated to the role of a secondary front. 
Although continued publication of the 
Weekly Worker alongside a new pro-party 
SA journal would be wrong, said comrade 
Me Shane, a separate CPGB publication 
is still important - possibly a quarterly with 
a more theoretical edge. 

Lee Rock saw the involvement of a sig¬ 
nificant number of independents as cru¬ 
cial. He also thought it would be a mistake 
to close down the Weekly Worker until we 
saw if the new paper would work. To be 
placed in a position of having to restart 
the Weekly Worker would be an 
admission of failure, he said. 

In contrast. Comrade Sarah McDonald 


thought that resurrecting the Weekly 
Worker in the event of failure was not a 
problem. In any event, sustaining two 
papers simultaneously was not a serious 
option from the financial point of view. 

Andy Hannah agreed. A paper that was 
a mixture of the Weekly Worker and Ac¬ 
tion for Solidarity would be a step forward 
if there were an open editorial board with 
a commitment to involve the independ¬ 
ents. To run the Weekly Worker in tandem 
with the new publication would send the 
signal that the CPGB was half-hearted 
about the project. Even if it did fail, we 
would have deepened our credibility as a 
pro-party force if we had to resume 
publication of the Weekly Worker. 

In the eyes of comrade John Pearson, 
the idea of an S A paper represented a com¬ 
mendable and important project. Perhaps 
independents, many of whom are good 
writers and working journalists, could get 
involved, but they would be unlikely to 
come forward until the venture was up and 
running. An SA weekly paper that 
featured articles from many more writers 
would free up some of our comrades to 
concentrate on their theoretical work, 
which should find a place in a new CPGB 
publication. The comrade disagreed with 
those who claimed it would be an easy 
matter to bring the Weekly Worker back 
to life, having lost its subscriber base. 

Weekly Worker editor Peter Manson 
said there were two central, interconnected 
aspects that needed to be grasped: first, 
what kind of paper would it be and, sec¬ 
ondly, who would pay for it. If on Decem¬ 
ber 1 the SA had voted to establish an 
alliance paper, then clearly the SA as a 
whole would have had to finance it and 
its contents would perhaps have home 
the stamp of the largest group, the SWP. 
In one sense, this could have ended up 
as a setback because it might well have 
led to an anodyne journal, rather than the 
sort of incisive paper that can really take 
the party debate forward. 

However, comrade Manson went on, 
since the SWP has rejected the whole idea, 
financing the new paper would devolve 
mainly onto the CPGB and the AWL, who 
would also have to take responsibility for 
most of the work. That is why he was 
confident that the new paper would not 
only retain all that is best about the Weekly 
Worker but would also overcome our 
weaknesses in such things as coverage 
of trade union activity. There was no 
grounds for concern that the end of the 
Weekly Worker would mean the end of our 
fight for a Communist Party. Quite the 
opposite, in fact. 

At present there are neither the mate¬ 
rial, technical nor human resources for two 
papers, comrade Michael Malkin pointed 
out. Hence a choice must be made. Before 
abandoning the Weekly Worker, the CPGB 
should engage in careful negotiations 
designed to achieve what he saw as two 
absolute preconditions: first, all 
organisations should commit themselves 
wholeheartedly to the project - hence the 
suspension of existing publications; sec¬ 
ondly, participating organisations should 
be guaranteed the freedom to put forward 
their own politics in the new paper. This 
would not be a ‘Tower of Babel” but an 
organ of open, free and democratic 
debate. The desirability of having an SA 
paper that voices the views of pro-party 
forces is self-evident, but it is necessary 
to proceed with caution. 

If we are serious about making the SA 
into the party the working class needs, 
then we must also be serious about pro¬ 
viding that party with the paper it needs, 
argued comrade Jim Gilbert. This paper 
would disseminate our politics more 
widely than just among the members of 
the SA: hopefully it would recruit people 
to the SA on the basis of our politics. 
Comrade Gilbert did not accept the need 


for a theoretical journal in addition to the 
SA paper. He said liquidating the Weekly 
Worker would not mean liquidating the 
politics of the CPGB. The new paper must 
be a class fighter with short agitational 
pieces, but it must also have room for long 
theoretical articles. 

Any major organisational turn contains 
dangers, but there are also dangers in 
fearing to take opportunities when they 
arise, said Ian Donovan. Our primary 
purpose is not to produce an ‘interesting 
journal’: it is to move the Socialist Alliance, 
and with it the fight for a united working 
class party, forward. The SA paper could 
act as a real agitator. Most left papers try 
to fake agitation. Comrade Donovan 
rejected the counterposing of theory and 
agitation, saying the left has not yet learned 
to write true agitational material, which can 
contain quite complex ideas. 

Comrade Cameron Richards opened up 
a new line of discussion by insisting on 
honesty towards the people we are try¬ 
ing to attract. There must be no different 


our organiser: most people approach and 
join the CPGB through reading it. 

A joint paper produced by two groups 
retaining their differences but working 
openly and democratically together would 
be an important political statement which 
could attract a lot of support, declared 
comrade Mark Fischer. The Socialist 
Alliance needs such an impetus. The 
CPGB is the champion of open, demo¬ 
cratic, revolutionary politics, and would 
not accept a “gagging order” on our arti¬ 
cles from a joint editorial board. But if space 
and emphasis considerations meant some 
of our material could not be included, it 
could be published separately. However, 
it would be totally wrong to commit the 
Party to a separate journal, comrade 
Fischer argued. We must be seen as the 
most consistent advocates of both a 
Socialist Alliance paper and a Socialist 
Alliance party. 

Replying to the debate, comrade Tina 
Becker reiterated that nothing concrete has 
yet been decided, and confirmed that the 
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New paper challenge 


‘line’ for independents as compared to 
CPGB and AWL comrades: that is. we must 
be clear that we are proposing an 
unequivocally communist and revolution¬ 
ary paper. If we lie to the independents, we 
risk becoming mired in localism and 
economism. Some independents are 
reformists or centrists, and comrade 
Richards was not in favour of letting their 
contributions change the nature of the 
type of paper produced. 

Comrade Lee Rock warned against 
"wishful thinking”: most independents in 
the Socialist Alliance are firmly against the 
idea of a revolutionary party. He described 
a contradiction - if the CPGB controls the 
new paper it will be seen as a CPGB front 
and will fail for lack of support. If the CPGB 
does not control it, we will risk being 
prevented from publishing our views. 
Either way, we should not liquidate our 
own paper, at least without firm guarantees 
from other forces. The Weekly Worker is 


leadership will not enter into any 
agreements without further debate within 
the Party. She agreed with those comrades 
who had advocated a formal contract with 
the AWL about finance and editorial 
control. As to the independents, it would 
be necessary to look at them concretely 
and individually, to see who is willing to 
commit time, effort and money. 

At the end of the debate, the following 
motion was proposed by comrade Peter 
Manson: “This aggregate welcomes 
moves towards a Socialist Alliance paper 
and calls upon other forces to join with 
us in making this a reality. The CPGB is 
prepared to close down the Weekly 
Worker and put its resources into such a 
paper, provided our views find full reflec¬ 
tion in the pages of the new journal.” 

This motion was overwhelmingly car¬ 
ried with no votes against and six 
abstentions* 

Mary Godwin 
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ANTI-WAR SLOGANS 


Who’s dumbing down? 


Ian Donovan defends the CPGB’s consistent democracy over Afghanistan, Israel and Palestine 


J ohn Pearson’s letter in last week’s paper 
is a prime example of contradiction in poli¬ 
tics. He attempts to reconcile two distinct 
approaches. On the one hand, the consist¬ 
ently democratic and revolutionary, and, on 
the other, the economistic politics of the So¬ 
cialist Workers Party, with its indifference to 
democracy and democratic questions ( Weekly 
Worker January 10). 

Somewhat strangely, comrade Pearson 
claims that his criticisms of positions argued 
by myself and a number of others on the Sep¬ 
tember 11 attacks and the subsequent war in 
Afghanistan are from the ‘left’ and from the 
standpoint of some kind of revolutionary 
purity. He is deluding himself. In reality, his 
positions reflect a political softness on the 
opportunist theory and practice of the SWP 
and an incomplete break with their political 
conceptions. His objections are not to any 
alleged “dumbing down" of the politics of the 
CPGB mainstream on the war, but rather to core 
elements of these political positions them¬ 
selves. 

Comrade Pearson begins by stating that we 
were “entirely correct" to fight for “implacable 
opposition to the Taliban and to islamic fun¬ 
damentalism”. He correctly damns “the SWP, 
Workers Power and sundry Trotskyist 
groups” as “shamefaced” for their support for 
tine Taliban’s supposed ‘anti-imperialist’ war. 
He notes that our organisation was excluded 
from die executive committee of the Stop the 
War Coalition for its “principled stand” of 
fighting for this stance of opposition to islamic 
fundamentalism. Yet the rest of his letter and 
the overall thrust of his criticisms amounts to 
blunting the edge of our counterposition to 
tiie SWP’s opportunism. In effect, comrade 
Pearson repudiates key elements of the con¬ 
sistently democratic thrust of our programme. 
This blunting of our politics takes the form of 
‘advice’ on how to allegedly better combat the 
politics of the SWP, but in reality it makes 
concessions of principle to those politics. 

Comrade Pearson complains that our slo¬ 
gan, ‘No to imperialism and fundamentalism’, 
was “not fully rounded” and “one-sided”, 
and this allegedly weakened us in dispute with 
the SWP. This is apparently because islamic 
fundamentalism, as well as being a fomi of re¬ 
actionary anti-capitalism, is also a “conjunc- 
tural and partial anti-imperialism”. He seems 
to feel that we should have made a bigger is¬ 
sue of the Taliban’s links to imperialism - 
merely pointing this out is not enough for him. 
We should have made this question, the Tali¬ 
ban’s one-time imperialist sponsorship, one 
of the key cutting edges of our propaganda. 

I would certainly defend the medium-rank¬ 
ing prominence we gave in our material to this 
question. To make it into the main axis of our 
propaganda would be blunt our criticism of 
tiie jihadis, not all of whom by any means have 
been funded by imperialism. For instance, in 
Iran, the most important state in the world 
where ‘radical’ islamism holds power, no-one 
could credibly accuse the fundamentalist re¬ 
gime of ever having been pro-westem. Very 
much the opposite in fact. That does not make 
their programme, vis-a-vis imperialism, one iota 
less reactionary. 

Yes. the Taliban were “conjuncturally” in 
conflict with the imperialist great powers. 
However, their aims in the conflict with these 
great powers were reactionary - just as reac¬ 
tionary, in fact, as the aims and objectives as 
the great powers themselves. Even if they 
had not had an immediately prior, cosy rela¬ 
tionship with the imperialists, their aims would 
have still been reactionary, as indeed were the 
aims of the ineluctably ‘anti-imperialist’ Kho- 
meiniities in years gone by. The truth is that 
islamic fundamentalist ‘anti-capitalism’ and 
‘anti-imperialism’ is no more ‘progressive’ 
titan is Strasserite/Nazi ‘anti-capitalism’. It is 
counterrevolutionary and anti-working-class 
- it has no ‘progressive’ side. Comrade Pear¬ 
son’s position completely undermines this im- 



Communists condemn this outrage 


portant point. 

As indeed does comrade Pearson’s solidar¬ 
ity with the SWP’s refusal to use the word 
‘condemn’ with regard to the mass murder of 
American workers at tiie World Trade Center. 
Comrade Pearson, echoing the SWP, lectures 
us that we should not use the same language 
as the bourgeoisie with regard to the actions 
of movements and regimes that are our en¬ 
emies, but that the bourgeoisie, for its own 
reasons, also has a deep antipathy to. He 
opines: “Adopting the language of bourgeois 
consensus is a serious sign of weakness in a 
working class organisation. Linguistic una¬ 
nimity is one of the ways in which the exist¬ 
ence of her majesty’s Conservative Party, 
Liberal Party and Labour Party are constantly 
reaffirmed. We do not want the bourgeoisie, 
or more importantly the workers, thinking they 
have a her majesty’s Communist Party.” 

Comrade Pearson has no problem, however, 
in the workers having a ‘Communist Party’ 
that has as one of its trademarks the use of 
evasive language: in other words, a party that 
lies by omission to the working class. I want 
a party that tells the truth. And tiie truth is that 
the September 11 actions were a monstrous 
crime against the working class. The kidnap¬ 
ping of hundreds of airline passengers, ordi¬ 
nary working people for the most part, on 
routine domestic flights. Then their deliber¬ 
ate murder through the use of the aircraft car¬ 
rying them as giant bombs, to annihilate 
thousands of other workers (and no doubt a 
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Presumably, 
for comrade 
Pearson, the 
fact that our 
own 

government 
went to war 
with the 
September 11 
terrorists 
means we are 
disqualified 
from telling 
the truth to 
the working 
class about 
their actions 


few bosses) at the twin towers, as well as the 
military HQ at the Pentagon. These actions 
were atrocities no different in principle from 
tiie ftrebombings of refugee hostels in Ger¬ 
many by neo-Nazis; or the 1995 bombing of 
the Alfred P Murragh building in Oklahoma 
City by the ultra-rightist fanatic Timothy 
McVeigh; or the attack on the Tokyo under¬ 
ground the same year by a religious nut cult 
aimed with Sarin nerve gas. 

Taken abstractly, the Pentagon could be re¬ 
garded by some misguided leftist-adventur¬ 
ist group as a legitimate target. But this does 
not detract from the fact that the very con¬ 
crete, and not abstract, use of airline passen¬ 
gers as involuntary human bombs against it 
was an act of Nazi-like barbarism. That is the 
truth. Not to mention the enormous political 
damage done to the consciousness of the 
most powerful working class in tiie world. An 
outraged and wounded (and thereby vora¬ 
cious) American nationalist sentiment was 
formented among the working masses 
reminiscent of that during McCarthyism - a 
priceless gift to US imperialism. In every 
sense, September 11 was a monstrous crime. 
We are for solidarity with the victims of this 
reactionary terror in New York, just as we are 
for solidarity with ordinary Afghans who are 
victims of Bush/Blah ’s war. 

Presumably, for comrade Pearson, the fact 
that our own government went to war with 
the September 11 terrorists means that we are 
disqualified from telling the truth to the work¬ 
ing class about their actions. This is a strange 
and dangerous logic. ‘Our’ government went 
to war with Hitler once. Is comrade Pearson 
saying that during this period, to tell the truth 
about Hitler’s regime, to accuse it of engag¬ 
ing in mass murder and racist genocide on an 
epic scale, would have been to transform us 
into “her majesty’s Communist Party”? 

Then there is the question of Stalinism dur¬ 
ing the Cold War. Should we have soft-ped¬ 
dled, or hidden, the truth about the murderous 
actions of Stalinism from the working class, 
have refused to call Stalin a bloody tyrant and 
oppressor, again on an epic scale, because the 
bourgeoisie were, for their own reasons, say¬ 
ing the same thing? Trotsky rightly dismissed 
such arguments - in the interests of telling the 
truth to the working class - and did not hesi¬ 
tate to brand Stalin’s regime as in some ways 
even worse than Hitler’s, openly, before the 
working class (see the Transitional pro¬ 
gramme 1938). In reality, comrade Pearson’s 
argument about use of language is one typi¬ 
cal of the SWP milieu - do not offend the preju¬ 
dices of one’s target audience, whoever they 
may be. This is liberal political correctness, not 
communism. 

The comrade then compounds his error by 
his criticism that we did not include a demand 
against ‘Zionism’ in our material on the war 
(despite the fact that neither Israel nor the Pal¬ 
estinians were combatants in the war we were 
protesting about!). He claims that this omis¬ 
sion undermined us with tiie SWP, who were 
allegedly able to present us as not being on 
the side of the oppressed. He goes on to de¬ 
fend the SWP’s slogan, ‘For a democratic and 
secular Palestine’, as an example of consist¬ 
ent democracy, against our comrades, who 
allegedly are betraying our demand, ‘For de¬ 
mocracy and secularism everywhere’, by as¬ 
serting that Israeli jews actually have national 
rights. Comrade Pearson disingenuously as¬ 
serts that the SWP’s slogan implies “linguis¬ 
tic, cultural and social equality” and therefore 
is a “communist slogan” and an expression 
of consistent democracy. He then, equally dis¬ 
ingenuously, asks the question as to why I 
allegedly think that “jews and Arabs cannot 
live together in the same country as equals”. 

While the comrade lists “linguistic, cultural 
and social equality” as the benefits of this 
allegedly consistent expression of democracy, 
tiie word ‘national’ is significantly missing 
from his list of putative equalities. This is no 


accidental omission. Comrade Pearson does 
not envisage that his allegedly “democratic 
and secular Palestine" would be democratic 
enough to acknowledge that Israeli jews have 
any national rights whatsoever. Presumably 
then, to take this a tittle further, if those damn 
stubborn Israeli jews were foolish enough in 
this wonderful democratic and secular utopia 
to continue to assert that they were in fact a 
nation, and thereby to claim the right that all 
nations should have, the right to self-deter¬ 
mination, this striving would have to be sup¬ 
pressed by force. Such consistent democracy! 

In reality, by its very name alone, the slo¬ 
gan of a ‘democratic and secular Palestine’ 
projects an Arab-dominated state, in which 
jews with a religious, but no national, iden¬ 
tity, would be tolerated on the grounds of 
secularism - ie, neutrality of the state on the 
question of religion - just as Christian Pales¬ 
tinians are tolerated by the secular regime of 
Yasser Arafat (who is, in fact, a Christian Pal¬ 
estinian Arab himself). In other words, it as¬ 
sumes that the Israeli jews would be absorbed 
into the Palestinian Arab nation itself. In fact, 
more than that, it presupposes that the Israeli 
jews are really, ‘at heart’, Palestinians anyway. 

After all, this is the only way that our com¬ 
pulsory assimilationists apply an analogous 
logic to the demand to the forcible unification 
of tiie British-Irish into the Irish republic. The 
assertion that British-Irish protestants are ‘re¬ 
ally’ just Irish at heart is something that can 
sometimes gain a tittle spurious credibility by 
historical obfuscation and sleight of hand, but 
the assumption that Israeli jews are ‘really’ 
part of the same nation as Palestinian Arabs 
and can therefore be absorbed into a common 
Arab national state beggars belief. 

Trying vainly to pull a similar trick, comrade 
Pearson accuses me of softness on ‘jewish 
nationalism’, and thereby ascribes to me the 
straw man of a hoary and obviously false Zi¬ 
onist myth - that the jews themselves are a 
nation. In reality ‘the jews’ internationally 
have no state, and currently no intention of 
seeking a state, any more than ‘the muslims’ 
or ‘tiie Christians’ or ‘the buddhists’ have - 
the majority of practitioners of the jewish reli¬ 
gion live outside Israel. But the truth is that, 
irrespective of Zionist myth, a national state 
has been consolidated off the east Mediter¬ 
ranean coast, of a specific national grouping, 
derived from, but not identical with, the jew¬ 
ish religion and a section of the jewish peo¬ 
ple, with an invented set of national myths and 
a resurrected ‘national’ language, Hebrew. 
That entity, not ‘the jews’, is a nation and, 
despite the fact that at present it acts as a 
monstrous oppressor, any programme that 
denies the national existence and therefore 
any national rights of that entity is utterly 
counteiposed to democracy. 

The denial of reality and ‘ideological’ myo¬ 
pia involved in such an assumption is remi¬ 
niscent of the assertion by Turkish 
nationalists, from Atatiirk’s day on, that the 
Kurds were really ‘mountain Turks’, or tiie 
Titoite attempt to assimilate non-Slavs such 
as Albanians into ‘Yugoslavia’, an explicitly 
South Slavic proto-national project. Just as in 
the Balkans what is needed is not ‘Yugosla¬ 
via’, but ‘Balkania’ - a genuinely democratic 
federation of all the Balkan nations with full 
national rights for all peoples - so in the Mid¬ 
dle East what is required is not a “democratic 
secular Palestine”, but rather a democratic, 
secular, federation of the peoples of the Mid¬ 
dle East, in which all peoples, including Israeli 
jews, would exercise full and equal national 
rights, including the right to secede. In other 
words, a broad, voluntary federation, as a tran¬ 
sition to voluntary unification of the peoples. 

Only the working class, led by a reborn 
communist movement, can fight for the con¬ 
sistent democratic politics that can bring such 
a thing about, and it can only truly be con¬ 
solidated under an international socialist 
order • 










National liberation and 
workers’ revolution 


Solidarity with the Irish in 
their war against British 
occupation was the theme 
of the CPGB executive 
committee’s statement of 
November 25 1920 (see 
Weekly Worker November 
22 2001 ). 

This declared: “In such a 
case as Ireland’s - the case 
of a small nation held in 
forcible suppression by a 
great imperialist state - the 
national str ugg le and the 
class str ugg le are 
inseparable. The struggle 
against imperialism for 
national independence is a 
necessary phase of the 
struggle against capitalism 
for the workers’ 
independence”; and “The 
republican movement is 
essentially a working class 
movement. There are, it is 
true, middle class men as 
well as bourgeois by the 
chance of birth. But they do 
not mould it They are being 
moulded by it The strength 
and vigour and inspiration of 
the movement lies in the 
workers and the workers’ 
organisations.” 

A different analysis is 
offered by PL Gray in this 
contribution to the Party’s 
weekly paper. The comrade 
su gg ests that nationalism 
within the workers’ 
movement could serve the 
Irish bourgeoisie, and urges 
the CPGB to assist the 
formation or a Communist 
Party of Ireland to win 
working class hegemony 
over the liberation 
movement 


An Irish policy 


W hat is to be our attitude towards 
the Irish revolution? Shall the 
Communist Party in Britain simply sup¬ 
port Sinn Fein on the ground that the 
Irish workers’ republic will not come 
before the nationalist aspirations of the 
Irish are satisfied (The Communist 
March 26 1921)? Or because Connolly 
decided in 1916 that “an Irish republic 
was the precondition for an Irish work¬ 
ers’ struggle” ( The Communist April 2 
1921)? And is the only alternative to 
such a policy, apart from helpless neu¬ 
trality, to support the terrorist activity 
of the British government, as comrade 
Jackson suggested recently? 

These are questions demanding 
speedy answer - it will not do to post¬ 
pone clarifying our ideas on them; just 
as the capitalist world is beginning to 
point the finger of scorn at British im¬ 
perialism, so the workers' international 
will begin to look askance at a Commu¬ 
nist Party which fails to grapple in a 
practical way with one of the most 
pressing problems discussed theoreti¬ 
cally at the last [2nd - ed] congress of 
the Third International, the problem of 
the ‘subject race’. 

The kind of easy formula for solving 
the problem, which was quoted above, 
will not do. It is too easy; it is too auto¬ 
matic in its operation; precisely because 
it is a formula, of a type often heard on 
Marxist lips, it tends too frequently to 
lead to absolutely non-Marxist - ie, non¬ 
revolutionary - conclusions. Commu¬ 
nists can only be guided by principles 
whose form may change from week to 
week, but whose essence remains 
unchangingly revolutionary; and the 
form ofl900orl916 may notbesuitable 
for 1921. 

Here are a few tentative suggestions 
on what the policy of 1921 should take 
as its foundation. 

In all countries in which the political 
subjection of a whole race helps to main¬ 
tain the supremacy of an exploiting class 
belonging to another race, it is natural 
and revolutionary that communists 
should wholeheartedly support the na¬ 
tionalist struggle of the subject race. By 
supporting it they are striking a blow, 
and often a deadly blow, at the military 
or political power of the exploiters, and 
directly relieving the pressure on the 
proletariat of the ‘ruling race’, which is 
assisted by this means in its battle for 
the complete overthrow of the ruling 
class and the establishment of its own 
rule. 

That rule alone can and will com¬ 
pletely set free the subject race; and, if 
it is still in the first stages of economic 
development, it becomes possible for it 
to step straight on the road to commu¬ 
nism, with the fraternal help of the pro¬ 
letariat of the ‘dominant race’. That is 
why the communists support the strug¬ 
gle of the Koreans against the Japanese 
exploiters; of the Persians, Turks, Tar¬ 
tars, etc against the Russian tsardom; 
of the subject races of the British em¬ 
pire against our own rulers, of the Filipi¬ 
nos and negroes against the United 


The unfolding series of ‘Our history’ articles 
are available on the CPGB website: 
http://www.cpgb.org.uK/ourhistory 


States capitalists, and so on. 

But there is another type of nation¬ 
alist struggle in which we must act more 
circumspectly. It does not always hap¬ 
pen that history gives us the oppor¬ 
tunity of dealing with her changing 
phases at one time. She is capricious; 
she often brings forth, at one and the 
same moment, both the movement, 
which is ‘next on the agenda’, and the 
movement, which logically is its nega¬ 
tion. Even before the bourgeoisie has 
had an opportunity of shaking itself 
free from all fetters and impediments to 
its expansion, history may produce the 
strong proletarian movement, which, in 
all previous cases, she taught us to 
believe could only come after the vic¬ 
tory of the bourgeoisie. Consequently, 
providing the proletariat possesses a 
political party which has done its duty, 
it can become class-conscious and self- 
confident enough itself to strike the 
blow that at once removes the national 
enemy and opens the road towards 
socialist reconstruction of society. 

It was in their inability to grasp this 
as practical politics that the Mensheviks 
in Russia were distinguished from the 
Bolsheviks from the very first. They re¬ 
peated, and repeat today, according to 
the gospel, ‘a bourgeois revolution 
must precede the proletarian revo¬ 
lution’ ; and even today they continue 
to assert that the Bolsheviks have 
perpetrated a gigantic hoax upon man¬ 
kind - their revolution is not a proletar¬ 
ian, it is a bourgeois revolution, ‘and the 
poor fellows do not know it’. 

We in Great Britain must guard against 
any self-inflicted mental castration. If the 
national Irish insurrection had come, on 
the scale and with the enthusiasm it has 
today, not today but 20 years ago, it 
would have been the duty of the com¬ 
munists to support it as unhesitatingly, 
with as little mental reservation, as it is 
their duty today to support the Kore¬ 
ans and the Cingalese. But economic 
progress, that does not wait for Com¬ 
munist Parties, has produced in Ireland 
an exploiting capitalist class; and Brit¬ 
ish political sagacity has produced in 
Ireland a strong capitalistic farmer 
class; their activities, in their turn, have 
produced a true industrial and agricul¬ 
tural proletariat, with its own specific 
requirements, and even its own (joint) 
organisation, the ITWU and the Irish 
TUC. 

We have had good proof during the 
last five years - Connolly’s ‘Citizen 
Army’, Limerick, Belfast, last year’s ‘so¬ 
viets’ during the Mountjoy prisoners’ 
strike - of the independent revolution¬ 
ary capacities of the Irish workers. The 
rank and file of the IRA is composed of 
workers, who, in the large cities at any 
rate, have definitely divergent views 
from their leaders. Once this is so, com¬ 
munists cannot pursue the same tactics 
as before. 

It would be absurd, of course, to deny 
that the Irish workers at present have 
‘nationalist aspirations’; and it would be 
a crime on that account to slacken any 
agitation against the militarist and reac¬ 
tionary horrors that are being perpe¬ 
trated in Ireland at the present moment. 

It would be a crime, whatever their 
mistakes, to refuse Irish workers our 
support, merely out of lofty theoretical 
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considerations. But the fact remains 
that those nationalist aspirations, to the 
extent that they exist, have become a 
dead-weight, and became so when 
Connolly spoke for the first time of the 
“workers’ republic”; they are being 
made use of by the Irish bourgeoisie, 
and, in so far as they prevent the Irish 
workers from clearly seeing their own 
peculiar revolutionary role in Irish af¬ 
fairs, they are preparing the way for the 
rule of an Irish class of exploiters in place 
of the British - a class nonetheless de¬ 
termined and powerful, by the way, be¬ 
cause it is composed of solid farmers, 
with a stake in the country and a share 
in an agricultural cooperative society (to 
say nothing of the industrial capitalists 
for whom Sinn Fein is burning to pro¬ 
vide an opportunity). 

Objectively, actually, the Irish work¬ 
ers are quite capable of taking over af¬ 
fairs themselves. It remains, therefore, 
to prepare them psychologically, which 
is the function of the Party. 

What, then, are the duties of a prac¬ 
tical and revolutionary Communist 
Party at such a moment? I submit that 
they are: 

• To recognise that the ‘nationalist as¬ 
pirations’ of the Irish workers, to the ex¬ 
tent that they exist today, are dangerous 
illusions; 

• To recognise that they do exist today; 

• To agitate ceaselessly amongst the 
British workers, explaining that the 
cause of Dublin Castle is the cause of 
the British capitalists; 

• To agitate seriously amongst Irish 
workers, with a view to getting them 
clearly to realise that they themselves, 
if they only decide on it and organise 
accordingly, are capable of taking over 
their country when the opportunity of¬ 
fers, and running it as a workers’ (so¬ 
viet) republic, instead of allowing it to 
become the prey of Sinn Fein farmers 
and bankers and Sinn Fein manufactur¬ 
ers. Perhaps such agitation should take 
the fonn of helping the Irish workers to 
build a Communist Party of their own 
despite all the obvious difficulties at the 
present moment; that is for the Party or 
the Communist International to 
decide • 

The Communist 
April 16 1921 


What we 
fight for 

• Our central aim is to reforge the 
Communist Party of Great Britain. 
Without this Party the working class 
is nothing; with it, it is everything. 

• The Communist Party serves the 
interests of the working class. We 
fight all forms of opportunism and 
revisionism in the workers’ move¬ 
ment because they endanger those 
interests. We insist on open ideologi¬ 
cal struggle in order to fight out the 
correct way forward for our class. 

• Marxism-Leninism is powerful be¬ 
cause it is true. Communists relate 
theory to practice. We are material¬ 
ists; we hold that ideas are deter¬ 
mined by social reality and not the 
other way round. 

• We believe in the highest level of 
unity among workers. We fight for 
the unity of the working class of all 
countries and subordinate the 
struggle in Britain to the world revo¬ 
lution itself. The liberation of human¬ 
ity can only be achieved through 
world communism. 

• The working class in Britain needs 
to strike as a fist. This means all com¬ 
munists should be organised into a 
single Party. We oppose all forms of 
separatism, which weakens our 
class. 

• Socialism can never come through 
parliament. The capitalist class will 
never peacefully allow their system 
to be abolished. Socialism will only 
succeed through working class 
revolution and the replacement of the 
dictatorship of the capitalists with 
the dictatorship of the working 
class. Socialism lays the basis for the 
conscious planning of human af¬ 
fairs: ie, communism. 

• We support the right of nations to 
self-determination. In Britain today 
this means the struggle for Irish free¬ 
dom should be given full support by 
the British working class. 

• Communists are champions of the 
oppressed. We fight for the libera¬ 
tion of women, the ending of racism, 
bigotry and all other forms of chau¬ 
vinism. Oppression is a direct result 
of class society and will only finally 
be eradicated by the ending of class 
society. 

• War and peace, pollution and the 
environment are class questions. No 
solution to the world’s problems can 
be found within capitalism. Its cease¬ 
less drive for profit puts the world 
at risk. The future of humanity de¬ 
pends on the triumph of commu¬ 
nism. 

• We urge all who accept these prin¬ 
ciples to join us. A Communist Party 
Supporter reads and fights to build 
the circulation of the Party’s pub¬ 
lications; contributes regularly to 
the Party’s funds and encourages 
others to do the same; where possi¬ 
ble, builds and participates in the 
work of a Communist Party Support¬ 
ers Group. 
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Socialists 
prepare to 
resist Mugabe 


Zimbabwe 

‘anti-imperialism’ 


The dictatorial powers being taken by Zanu-PF 
in its attempt to ensure the re-election of 
Robert Mugabe as president are not only 
intended to see off the opposition Movement 
for Democratic Change. Equally they will be 
wielded against the trade union and workers’ 
movement, not least the main left force, the 
International Socialist Organisation, sister 
organisation of the Socialist Workers Party. 
Tafadzwa Choto is the ISO national 
coordinator. Peter Manson spoke to her for 
the Weekly Worker 


C an you give a brief out¬ 
line of the new laws and 
how workers and their 
organisations will be affected? 

The Labour Bill and Public Order and 
Security Bill are draconian measures 
which, together, prohibit workers from 
demonstrating and taking part in strikes 
and stayaways - all will be illegal. The 
POSB bans any gatherings, unless they 
have been approved by the police. We 
know that they will not approve of ISO 
meetings, for example. As of now, we are 
still operating openly, but if these 
changes are implemented as expected, 
by the end of this week, we will have to 
move to operating underground. 

Under the terms of the Access to In¬ 
formation and Protection of Privacy Bill 
all journalists have to apply to the min¬ 
istry of information for accreditation. 
This will certainly affect publications like 
Socialist Worker. Our comrades do not 
have a diploma or degree in journalism 
and will certainly be refused this ac¬ 
creditation. Then if we did publish we 
would fall foul of other clauses, such as 
“inciting violence”. It will also be illegal 
to criticise the president, the govern¬ 
ment or even Zanu-PF. 

Mugabe is saying that these meas¬ 
ures are here to stay. They are neces¬ 
sary to “protect our country from the 
imperialists”. The POSB replaces Ian 
Smith’s 1964 Law and Order Mainte¬ 
nance Act, which was never repealed. 
But it more draconian. It will have the 
effect of banning all forms of resistance, 
whether for political or economic rea¬ 
sons - and it provides for life sentences 
for offenders. 

Here in Britain some on the 
left say that Mugabe should be 
supported because he is an 
‘anti-imperialist’. What do you 


say to such comrades? 

They can say that because the Move¬ 
ment for Democratic Change has gone 
to the far right in relation to economic 
policies and in its attitude to the west. 
By comparison Mugabe appears anti¬ 
imperialist. But he is applying double 
standards. He is smashing democratic 
rights while himself implementing neo¬ 
liberal policies. 

Yes, he recently announced that Zim¬ 
babwe is abandoning the ‘Esap’ struc¬ 
tural adjustment package and instead 
will be following “Zimbabwean poli¬ 
cies”. But in actual fact he has not aban¬ 
doned structural adjustment - in 
practice he is implementing such poli¬ 
cies, only now they are far worse. For 
example, students are now forced to 
seek private loans from banks. 

The Labour Bill is an anti-working 
class measure. In parliament this week 
one of Mugabe’s own Zanu-PF MPs 
denounced it as “unconstitutional”. 
Our comrade Munyaradzi Gwisai, the 
MDC MP for Highfield, has been giv¬ 
ing the lead in condemning it. It gives 
no protection to casual workers, who 
now make up the majority of the work¬ 
force. The bill gives employers the right 
to fire while banning strikes and 
stayaways. 

The ISO has calculated that workers 
need a minimum wage of 18,000 Zimba¬ 
bwean dollars a month, based on a cou¬ 
ple with four children. For example, 31 
loaves of bread cost 1,500 dollars [last 
year inflation increased by 500% in three 
months - ed]. Mugabe, using his presi¬ 
dential powers, announced that all work¬ 
ers must be paid a minimum of 8,900 
dollars. But in the new Labour Bill there 
is no guarantee of any minimum wage - 
not even this figure, which most work¬ 
ers do not receive in any case. 

It is another example of Mugabe talk¬ 
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ing left and pretending to be the work¬ 
er’s friend. After the presidential elec¬ 
tions it is very likely that the minimum 
wage will be removed altogether. 

So you think he will win? 

Well, Mugabe thought MDC leader 
Morgan Tsvangirai would win - that is 
why he has taken all these measures to 
stop him. But many workers are now dis¬ 
illusioned with the MDC. The state ra¬ 
dio and TV are playing an interview 
given by Tsvangirai, when he called for 
South Africa to impose sanctions on 
Zimbabwe. So now there could be voter 
apathy. Many workers will vote because 
they want Mugabe out, but not in suf¬ 
ficient numbers. Zanu-PF supporters 
are more likely to turn out. 

The ISO previously had a 
position of offering to support 


Tsvangirai providing he agreed 
to put in place a set of de¬ 
mands in the interests of the 
working class. What is the 
situation now? 

We have not yet agreed our final posi¬ 
tion - we have a meeting on Saturday. 
My own point of view is in favour of a 
Tsvangirai win: at least we will be able 
to operate with bourgeois democracy. 
But at the same time the MDC, which 
was set up by trade unionists and still 
gets most of its backing from workers, 
has moved to the far right. I think we 
should call on workers to vote 
Tsvangirai, but encourage them to rise 
after the election. It could be a situation 
like Iran 1979, when Tsvangirai will have 
a short honeymoon period. 

You mentioned Tsvangirai’s call 
for sanctions. What is your own 
position? 

We do not support them. They create 
passivity amongst workers, who are led 
to think of the western imperialists as 
liberators. The way forward is to fight 
Mugabe ourselves, not look to Blair, 
Bush or Mbeki. 

How would you describe the 
present conditions of the 
working class? 

In Zimbabwe they are worse than even 
1995, when there were mostly perma¬ 
nent workers. Now they are given tem¬ 
porary contracts which are renewed for 
three months, six months, one year or 
even five years. At the end they can be 
dismissed without benefits or pension 
rights. Even the position of permanent 
workers is terrible. They are entitled to 
pensions, but they are not always paid. 

Mugabe is compromising with the 
bosses at the expense of workers - nc ‘ 
only the local capitalists, but with for¬ 


eign investors. Sometimes he speaks 
left, but his policy is pro-capitalist. 

What has been the role of 
comrade Gwisai? 

It is now becoming more difficult. At 
first he was able to advance workers’ 
struggle, especially in parliament. But 
his contributions recently have not 
been so effective - many workers no 
longer have faith in the MDC. They no 
longer have any faith in ‘politicians’. No 
matter how radical his statements, 
Munyaradzi is also affected by this at¬ 
titude of ‘That's what politicians say’. 

The MDC leadership suspended him 
and wanted to expel him, as well as the 
ISO, but now that is on hold until after 
the elections. 

Finally, how can we in Britain 
help your struggle? What 
solidarity action can we give? 

The way to give solidarity is to build the 
anti-capitalist movement in your own 
country. It is important to denounce 
neo-liberalism in all its forms, not just the 
dictatorship of Mugabe - a result of neo¬ 
liberalism. It is important to say no to the 
IMF and World Bank, and to campaign 
against the Bush-Blair war. There must 
be no sanctions imposed on Zimbabwe. 
Encourage workers to fight themselves. 

As for helping the ISO, we would cer¬ 
tainly welcome any fundraising, espe¬ 
cially at this time. We have had to put 
some of our plans on hold because of 
lack of cash, so we definitely need 
money in order to produce leaflets, post¬ 
ers and our newspaper. We are facing 
difficult times • 
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